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NOTES ON PLUTARCH’S ‘ETHICA.’ 


THE “Hécxa proper of Plutarch, i.e. the first 21 treatises in 
the so-called Corpus Planudeum of the ‘ Moralia, exist, as is 
well known, in a far greater number of Manuscripts than the 
remaining 48 treatises of the Corpus. They occur (1) as a whole 
and by themselves, e.g. in the two Moscow mss 352 and 387 
(see Diels Doxographi, p. 33: the former (352) also contains the 
Placita), and in Cod. Vindob. Philosoph. 73 (see Treu, Zur 
Geschichte der Ueberlieferung von Plutarch’s Moralia, 111. p. 1); 
(2) at the commencement of the Corpus Planudeum, the most 
important complete mss of which are Par. Gr. 1672 and 1671 
(see Treu, Zur Gesch. &c. 1), Ambr. Gr. C. 126 inf. (described 
by Treu, zbid. 111. p. 10) and Vatic. Gr. 139 (known to me from 
Treu’s personal communication)’; (3) at the commencement 
of several other distinct collections of Plutarch’s writings, of 
which the most noteworthy is that represented to us by Ambros. 
C. 195 inf. and the New College ms. Here No. 55 of the 
Corpus Planudeum ‘An Virtus doceri possit’ is inserted be- 
tween nos. 6 and 7 (see for the Ambrosian codex Treu, Zur 
Gesch. &c. 111. p. 15: the New Coll. codex seems to be not a 
copy from it but a much later copy from the same source). 


1 Used by Sintenis in the lives of Galba and Otho, 
Journal of Philology. vou. xxt. 1 
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Representative of other distinct collections of more or less 
extent, opening with these 7@:xcoi Aoyor, are Paris 1955 (Wyt- 
tenbach’s C), Harleianus 5612 (see Class. Rev. 11. p. 443), and 
Paris 1956 (Wyttenbach’s D). As this Ms and Cod. Vindob. 
73 are both at least as early as the xmth century and may 
belong to the xith, the "H@cxd already at this date formed 
a distinct Corpus. Some or all of them also occur inter- 
mixed with other writings in a considerable number of codices, 
and other Mss contain a selection from the "H@:«d alone. It 
is or was Treu’s opinion (and he is the best authority on the 
subject) that for the text of the "H@:ca both the Planudean 
Corpus and the Ambrosian Corpus may be dispensed with 
(Zur Gesch. &c. 1. p. 28). This, I have no doubt, will prove 
to be the case}, but at least they should not be dispensed with 
in favour of Paris 1956 (D), as has been done by the last 
editor of the Moralia, Bernardakis. D belongs to a class of 
very audaciously interpolated Manuscripts of which the (lost?) 
Codex Xylandri and Venetus 511 seem also to be examples 
(see Wyttenbach’s critical note to 167 4)*. D is an early Ms 
and has its value in so far as it is a good representative of the 


1 It is impossible for scholars to 
form from published sources any in- 
dependent judgment on this point. 
On the one hand the Planudean Corpus 
is only represented in our texts by 
Paris 1672 and 1671, whereas the two 
Ambrosian and Vatican. codices are 
independent of, and very possibly 
better than, these, and for the Ambro- 
sian Corpus we have only the imper- 
fect collation of Coll. Nov. which was at 
Wyttenbach’s disposal; on the other 
hand the Moscuenses and Harleiensis 
are known to us only from the collations 
made for Wyttenbach (if we except 
Matthaei’s full collations of the Moscu- 
enses in one or two treatises); and we 
are in entire ignorance as to the read- 
ings of the very early and important 
Vienna ms (73) except in so far as 
they reach us through Hercher’s and 


Bernardakis’ collations of the Ricear- 
dianus which is a copy of it. If Mr 
Bernardakis is to make the critical 
edition which he promises us of real 
value, he will have to consult all these 
ss for the 'Hé@«d. I find recently, on 
collating parts of Harleianus 5612, that 
it corresponds very closely with Mose, 
387. 

2 Tam here speaking of the ‘ Ethica’ 
only. 
Defectu Oraculorum D is not interpo- 
lated. It is our oldest and best au- 
thority for the text of these treatises, 
but even here Bernardakis has relied 
too exclusively on it and treats it with 


more deference than it deserves; e.g.. 


p. 392d 6 rex0és is the reading of the 
Corpus Planudeum; D gives 6 rex@els. 
The editor correctly writing 6 7’ éy0és 
gives 6 rexGels as the ms reading, 


In the De Ei Delphico and De ~ 


6 
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text where not interpolated, but this text does not very essen- 
tially differ from the text of the Corpus of the "H@cxa as it 
reaches us through a different channel in the two large collec- 
tions, the Ambrosian and Planudean Corpora. The acceptance 
by Bernardakis of D’s interpolations ‘en masse’ has of course 
involved his attaching a fictitious value to its genuine variants. 
I have collated the New Coll. Ms (representative, as I have 
said, of the Ambrosian) in some of the treatises, and in one or 
two cases it gives us a text free from those corruptions which 
have caused the interpolations of D (see below note on De 
Adul. et Am. x1. 55f); but all the more serious corruptions 
which D professes to correct are common to the tradition of 
the two Corpora, and, as far ‘as I can make out, to all other 
traditions, A future editor of the ‘Ethica’ will not be able 
to dispense with D, but he will only use it to reconstitute that 
Vulgate text on which its interpolations are grafted. I will 
here give one striking instance illustrating the merits of D ; 
of its demerits we shall see only too much. It is a fragment 
of Sappho (fr. 27 Bergk) in the De cohibenda Ira, p. 456 e. 
The Vulgate is ovens ovK adudw tapaiveiy Suvayévns ev otn- 
Gecw dpyis wepirAayOar yAdooay paryudaxtav. D and the 
Codex Xylandri give ws 7 Lardw trapaivet cKidvapévns év 
oTnecw opyis med. yr. payuddcay, This sounds right 
enough, but the reading of Coll. Nov. shows that cxcdvayévns 
is a correction of something which came nearer the original 
than the Vulgate dvvayévns. Coll. Nov. gives ovons audw 
mapaiweiv dvvapévors ev oti Seow TrepirAay Oat yr. waurAaKaY. 
We should restore to Sappho cxvadopévors ev orn Oecw (vel 
atnGecot) mepirAaxyOar yAdooay pavAdxay (I do not at- 
tempt to restore to metrical form; the fragment as it stood 
before could only be made.metrical by transpositions). dpyijs is 
an interpolation older than D. We can trace the stages of 
corruption, mapawel oxvodopuévors corrupted-to tapaivet oxidva- 
pévors—this corrupted in one instance to wapauweiv duvapévoss, 
corrected in another to mapawvei oxidvapévns opyjs. How the 
Vulgate wapaweiv Suvapévns dpyjs arose I would not venture 
to suggest without further information as to the readings of the 
Mss. This passage as a whole shows D at its best. 
1—2 
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It was my intention to go through the whole of the ‘ Ethica’ 
and show that the interpolations of D have not only vitiated 
Hercher’s and Bernardakis’ texts, but have seriously affected the 
texts of Wyttenbach and Diibner, both of whom have, however, 
fought very shy of them; but the task of demonstrating the 
untrustworthiness of this MS has already been performed by a 
Danish scholar, Mr Larsen, in his Studia critica in Plutarchi 
Moralia (Copenhagen, 1889). At present, I would offer some 
remarks and suggestions relating to two of the treatises with 
which he there deals, the De Adulatore et Amico and the De 
Amicorum Multitudine. Of these two, the latter is in much the 
most unsatisfactory condition. It lent itself more readily to cor- 
ruption, as it is obviously an immature work, in which the argu- 
ment does not glide smoothly but takes rather awkward turns 
and jumps, perhaps necessitated by considerations of space or 
time. There are, however, no actual hiatus in the argument 
which would warrant us in supposing that an epitomator had 
been at work. 


De Adulatore et Amico. 


Ch. 1. 49 e—f: add’ adrto 5) TodTO TO Kaddv Kal TO cEmvo” 
avTns dv Kat mofovpevoy éoti. The article 7d offends here 
and has been excluded by Vulcobius. The context shows that 
we should restore dpéAuuov for To ceuvdv. The corruption is 
due to the occurrence of cewvdv immediately above and the 
similarity of uncials odeAmon—tocemnon. Above I cannot 
understand why Reiske’s ro idov for tov didrov has not been 
accepted. 

Ch. v. 515: ézret 8& 7d pardiota pirias apyiv cvvéyor Kal 
cuvictavoy opmowrtns éotiv. Is there any MS authority for 
banishing cal cvviotavov with Hercher and Bernardakis? It 
should seemingly be corrected to curicray. It is by no means 
equivalent to ouvéyov, but a much stronger word cvvéyov Kal 
cuvictav might be rendered ‘holding together and solidifying.’ 

Ch. v. 51d: trav Onpiwv dca repuxdta THY ypoav TpéTrec Oat 
cuvapopolodtas Tots bTroKerpévors UAnmact Kal ywpios. D for 
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bAnpace substitutes ypopuact which makes absolute nonsense ; 
for yp@pacr cal ywpiors could only mean ‘colours and colour- 
less spaces,’ and how can a beast, by change of colour, imitate 
a colourless background? it could only do so by making itself 
absolutely invisible. wtAjpaor kai ywpiors is correct and apt. 
The beasts imitate the colours of the objects (leaves &c.) and 
spaces (the sky) behind them. 

Ch, vi. 51 e: ida odv 6 KodaE bTt TO yailpew Tots opoio.s 
Kal TO xpnoOat Kal ayarav eudutov éott Ta’Tn TpaTov émi- 
xelpet TAnoidbew Exdot@ Kal TapacKnvooy, doTep Ev TiCt 
vowats Onpie, Tots avtois émitndedpaci—rapaBarrwv Kal 
Tpocavaypwvripevos. The MSS give To yaipew: the alter- 
ation of ro to r@ is necessary, and I have made it. Larsen 
correctly restores @npim for @npiov, and for év tise vopais 
proposes év tats voyais, but ‘in pascuis’ or ‘in pascuis ejus’ 
seems to me here to have very little, if any, meaning. We 
require some phrase which, in the case of the beast, corresponds 
to the tois avrois émirndevpace xT. in the ease of the man. 
The most probable change which I can think of is deep ev 76 
cvvvépecOar Onpiw. The cause of the corruption is the loss of 
Ga: before 6n. ocuvvvduass was then written for the unin- 
telligible cuvvéues and TO curvdpuais got corrected to tox 
vopmats. 

Ch. vit. 52 f: wrelorots omirAnoartes avOperols Kal TOdECL 
- Kal Biow Td rpoohKov 7005 abtois mavtayod Kai ctor} Kal 
duaity Kal Aoyw Kai Bie Siepirattov. Here Bio ‘manner of 
life’ cannot stand, as the orod, diairn &e. are parts of the 
Bios. We should at least require cai T@ ctyravti Big or Kal 
T® GX Bio. It is more probable that Siw should be re- 
placed by some other word such as mpd£ev or py”, Kat Bio 
being merely an echo of xai ious above. 

Ch. 1x. 53 f: 0 5 Bovdrcuevos eivat cal Soxeiv dpoiws dds 
dua Kai miatos [Tots xXelpoot waddXov bToKpivera yaipew) ws 
bro Tov opodpa pireiv ovdé Ta hadra Svcyepaivwv KTr. The 
words in brackets are the interpolation of D and need not be 
considered. It is evident that there is no lacuna between 
muotos and ws which explains it, and the remedy must lie in 
the emendation of the preceding words, Far the simplest 
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change is to write duotos for ouoiws. “The man who is trying 
to be and seem like his model, is agreeable to the model and at 
the same time commands his confidence.” This emendation has, 
I find, already been proposed by Schellens, De: hiatu in Plutarchi 
Moralibus (1864), p. 38. 

Ch. x. 54: dhieras tH opowdtnte THs icornros. I do not 
think that the phrase is impossible, as Larsen argues. 17 
omovornte does not depend on vdieras, but is equivalent to To 
dpmovodabar or TH Spotos elvar. “It is by his very resemblance, 
that he renounces his claim to “equality. ” Larsen’s suggested 
transposition of ipieras and tH opovdrnte gives a very weak 
sentence. 

Ch. x1. 550: éf’ év 80 pee ee: él TO cupdépov ayav 
rov Oeparevopevov. I cannot understand why ézi should here 
remain. 

Ch. xu. 55 f: dv cal adrol raita Bovropevot kal Enrodvres 
fy) povous Huds ara TavTas érl Tots opmolots [érawwaow, av] 
py) vov pev tadta vov 6 Tavavtia mpatrovtes Kal NéyovTEs 
[patvowrTo]. The words in brackets are the interpolations of 
D (with the exception of av before yu) viv pév, which is, as we © 
shall see, right, but may or may not have been found in his 
text by the interpolator). The remainder is the Vulgate text 
on which these interpolations are grafted. This is a very 
crucial instance of interpolation in D and sufficient in itself to 
discredit that Ms. The passage is also of importance for the 
value of the New Coll. Ms and its fellow or original, the 
Ambrosian. The correct text is given in Coll. Nov. and doubt- 
less also in the Ambrosian. It is dy nat adtol tavta Bovdo- 
pevot Kal Enrovdvtes, ay pt) ovous Huds aA TavTas ert Tois 
opolois, av pn viv péev Tadta viv S¢ Tavavtia mpatTovtas Kal - 
Aéyovtras. It will be seen what nonsense D has made of the 
passage. . 

Ch. X1l. 56 e: kal xpivev Kai tupravev éyxapates. Kat 
xpivev is given by Coll. Nov. and the Aldine and it would 
seem by F, Harl. 5660 and the Vossianus (at least I gather 
so much from Wyttenbach). It is absent from all the other 
mss of which he had collations. As it is unintelligible, it is not 
likely to be an interpolation and should be retained or re- 
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formed, not excluded. There is no doubt that the juxtaposition 
of xpiva (lilies) and téyzrava in the Epigram of Dioscorides 
(Anth. Pal. vu. 485) is a mere accidental coincidence, and 
there can be equally little doubt that xpivawy here, associated 
_as it is with rupaver, should be corrected to cépywv. Cp. éx 
Tuptavou payor, éxk KupBarov érov, éxepvoddpnea in Clem. 
Alex. p. 14 and Schol. in Plat. Gorg. 238, 46 (of course, as 
Lobeck has shown, referring not to the Eleusinian mysteries 
but to those of Rhea; see Hesychius s.v. cépvea). But we have 
not got much further; for a xépvos was not an instrument but 
a vessel of some kind, and we cannot have xépywy éyyapakecs. 
I see no way out of the difficulty- but to suppose a lacuna, e.g. 
kal Képvov <TepiTouTras, Kal Kpovoes KuuBddov> Kal TUMTd- 
vov éyxapakes. 

Ibid.: 75n for 70m is given by Coll. Nov. tndccadra for 
Tnvikadta may or may not have MS authority, but there is 
no doubt that it is right: we require, however, ra ‘Popaiwv 
OvT Hon THALKADTA. 

Ch. x1. 57 b: a\dotpiw mpocypaepevos TpocwTe. This is 
no doubt correct, but the reading of Coll. Nov. rpooyopevos 
is noteworthy, suggesting, as it does, d\Xdtpiov Tporrxopmevos 
Tpoowrrov. 

Ch. xiv. 57¢: dv 8 9 tis oidpevos wordy Exew vodv Kal 
Bovdopevos adarnpos eivar—del mpoBadrrnTat. Coll. Nov. has 
5 tus. «at must couple oiopevos and Bovddcpevos, not 7 and 
mpoBaddynta. We should, I think, read dy dé tis. 

Ch. xvi. 59 a: see Larsen p. 63. I would suggest that the 
passage should be written thus :—el tus dypov Euedrev eyxw- 
pudtov ei'popov troveiv Kal evxaptrov, ovK av 5 dwaptdvew 
éd6xet TOUTO Tomy paAdov 7 ocKaTTwV Kal Tpadypata Exov; 
ov Toiwuy ovd advOpwrov atoTos ay ein érawav, et Tis 
<é€matvotoy o> ematvovpevos wpermmos €or Kal Taudopos. 
I substitute ts for tov, 8% for dé (Coll. Nov.), dv@pwzov for 
dvOpw7os, and suppose that éraivodcw o has dropped out 
before ézraivovpevos, which has, of course, in consequence been 
changed to ératvovpévols. tis supplies the subject for éwedXev 
and for av ein. We are relieved from the necessity of correcting 
mappopos, a word inapplicable to the praiser or his praise, but 
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very much to the point when applied to the object of praise. 
Finally; only by this means does Plutarch’s criticism of Bion’s 
cynical remark become intelligible. Mr Larsen had proposed a 
different restoration, but I am pleased to learn from him that 
he approves of that*here proposed, with the insignificant excep- 
tion of the 6), which he thinks objectionable owing to the 
hiatus. As however the passage is a quotation I have not 
withdrawn the 67, but of course it is not required. 

Ch. xvul. 60 a: éomep ody ef Tis GvOpmmov dipata Kal 
ovpiyyas éxovros KTA. avOpwTov is not given by Coll. Noy. 
and may well depart. : 

Ch. xvi. 60 ¢. Coll. Nov. gives, for rappnovafec Oa, map- 
pncia xpnoOa, and omits gavepds below—in both cases, as 
I think, rightly. 

Ch. xix. 60 d: tév TrrAoveiwy twa averevGepmratov Kai 
pirapyupérarov AOjvnciv. Should we not restore rév mrov- 
olwy Tov averevOepwtartoy Kai piiapyup@tatov Tav “AOnvnow ? 
[twa Tov Hercher.] 

Ch. x1x. 60 f: ‘ov yap aicOavy cavtod ; Kai od TovTwY 
aitios xT.’ The words should, I think, be thus written : yap 
is quite graphic and appropriate, when used thus interroga- 
tively in a lively protest. There is no reason for quarrelling 
with it as we might do (like Larsen), if we put no mark of 
interrogation. Below, on the contrary (p. 61 a), in 7 wey yap 
yuvn, yap is probably due to the interpolator of D. 

Ch. XxI. 62¢: Kat 7d oixetov Evdo0ev Sovs tais dWeor. 
dovs here is given by Hercher and Bernardakis from some Ms, 
and an aorist is required. The Vulgate is dsdods. Coll. Nov. 
gives duadidovs, from which we get the certain restoration 
diadovs. 

Ch. xxu. 62 e: "Eote yey ody Kal radta Syr\oépata Tois 
voov éxoval ovK adnOwihs pirias ovdé cwHdpovos arr Erat- 
povons Kai TepiTAEeKomévns ETOLMOTEpoY TOY Seouévav. For 
tov dSeouévwv I should suggest tov Suvdpevor, i.e. ‘ potentem,’ 
This at least gives the right sense: see Larsen’s note on the 
passage. 

Ch. xxl. 63 ¢: kal cvvatcOavopevor, vy Ala, kal cuvop- 
yeCopevov. D's cvvndopevov for cvvarcOavopevov is evidently 
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a mere interpolation. There is a very large number of words 
which would be quite appropriate here and might be restored 
with some approach to plausibility if we regard. cvvace@avo- 
pevoy as a corruption in the uncial text, e.g. cvvaxovmpevor, 
TUVEKKALOMEVOV. 

Ibid. 63 e: jv Sé o Greyxos év éxeive, the Vulgate is right, 
and D’s yap (given by Hercher and Bernardakis) is wrong. 
The clause completes the narrative and makes it intelligible ; 
if we read yap it must refer to éwéxpuyev and give the reason 
for Lakydes’ action, but jv yap ro édeyyos ev éxeivm would 
certainly imply that Lakydes knew the importance of the ring 
from the outset, and this spoils the narrative. 

Ch. xxi. 64 d: I should re-write this passage thus: ottws 
0 piros Ectat TovodTos <olos>, dv pév tis 7 Satravny 3) Kiv- 
Suvov % tovov éxovca xpela KxatarkapBdavy, mpadtos akiodv 
KanreioOar, kal wetéxerv atpopaciotas Kal mpoOdpws, dou Sé 
mpoceotiv aicxvvn povov, av Kal peideoPar trapactovpevos. 
éorac is Larsen’s very neat substitute for cai of the ss. d£odv 
is my own substitute for dEi@v. It does not seem to have been 
observed that afidv peréxyev arpodacictws Kal wpobvpas 
is an exceedingly awkward, if not unintelligible, phrase. We 
can say that a man bears another’s burden arpodacictas Kal 
mpoOvpas, but not that he asserts his right to bear it or thinks 
he should be allowed to bear it ampopaciotws kal rpobipus. 
mapaitovpevos, as I read the sentence, means ‘ with apologies.’ 

Ch. xxiv. 65 6: 6 5é wevd)s Kal vddos Kai i7roxyadxos wv. 
ov, given by D alone, is again an interpolation and ruins the 
sentence, for we should, of course, understand $iXos here. 

Ch. XXIV. 65 e: tév pév yap Tomer Ta tyra SveTpdcoda 
—vyivetas tois ériBovrevovat 7d & év Woyg vodv éxotan Sv 
evtuyiav 4) 80 evpuiav dipos—tois puxpois Kal tamewwois ma- 
Mota Bacwov éoriv. This, the reading of Coll. Nov., is, I have 
no doubt, right. The Vulgate is vodv ov« éyovoyn. Plutarch has 
been citing the examples of Alexander and Demetrius. tozro« 
‘strong places’ are compared and contrasted with yuyai veiv 
éxyoucas ‘souls fortified by the presence of voids.’ 

Ch. xxv. ad fin. 66 e: The reading of the Moscow Mss, 
Venet. 250, and Coll. Nov. is avrés Eouxev 0 Adxyos [0] TO epeF is 
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arait@v vrotiévar TH Kopwrids Tod cvyypduparos, and this 
gives a good sense. ‘Our argument itself, demanding, as it 
does, the examination of what is meant by wappnola which 
follows, suggests this to our peroration as a suitable topic.’ The 
remainder of this treatise—its copwvils—is a dissertation Tepi 
Ilappnoias, which might have formed a separate work. Every 
ovyypaupa necessarily had a xopwvis, so we need not (with 
Larsen) make a difficulty about the mention of the xopwvis as 
an already existing thing. It is, however, necessary, if we 
render the passage so, to omit the 6 before 7d. The reading 
peculiar to D, which will be found in Hercher’s and Ber- 
nardakis’ editions, is certainly more elegant and simple, and 
probably correct ; but the Vulgate (omitting 6) is possible, and 
perhaps, considering the credentials of D, preferable. 

Ch. xxvul. 68 b: aitiav dirias dorep copiopa Aodopias 
mpoaodepopevos. ‘Nil in libris subsidii, says Wyttenbach, 
who offers an explanation of the passage in his Annotations. 
Paris 1211 has, however, mpogepouevos, which Reiske had 
suggested, and Wyttenbach (in his critical notes) approved 
(Coll. Nov. has éxipepdpevos). But, even with mpodepopevos 
‘making a pretext of? what does the whole mean, and what is a 
addicpa Aovdopias? It can only mean ‘a dodge for intro- 
ducing abuse,’ and how can anyone be said to act under cover 
of the privilege of remonstrance allowed by friendship (airia 
girias), as if this privilege were a cogicpa dotdopias? I should 
write the passage as follows:—édevBépa pév oddérrote Povi xpn- 
odpevot, év dé Tots cuptrociows Kal Tois TepiTaToLs ExaoTOTE, 
mpos ovd HvtTivodv amovdnv. ‘aX Gre oi eloatto yeXoiiov 
’Apyeioww, aitiav dirias, doTep copicpna, Notdopia ocup- 
mpoohépovtes. This is probably not right, but the context 
below requires something of the kind. The sense at least is 
good. An airia, a legitimate remonstrance, does not, like a 
copicpa, require abuse to support it. We might write cvupdv- 
povTes. 

Ch. xxx1L. 71 d: ’Apioropavns S€é teve tov KXéwva todr 
éyxanreiy pnow bru ‘ Eevwv wapdvt@y Thy ToAW KaKas éyeL’ 
Kal mapokives Tovs "AOnvaiovs. Larsen corrects Tods “A@n- 
vaiovs to tovtovs "AOnvaios. It might be simpler to read 
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TovTous, simply regarding tods "A@nvaiovs as an adscript. It is 
necessary to substitute, as I have done, 5€ rive for 8 «ai, if the 
whole is to be grammatical. 

Ch. xxxv. 73 b: ov« ott cot...repl mapwrvyias 6 AOYoSs. 
Here 6 Aoyos is given by D alone: on p. 43) several Mss 
including Coll. Nov. omit it. It is not required. See Sauppe, 
Emendationes Plutarcheae (Gottingen, 1884) p. 5. 

Ch. xxxvi. 73 e: avrods évdddvar petpiwrépay. avdrov 
would be preferable. 

Ch. XXXvi. 74a: 9 82 wpaxktixy To évartiov. TapaxtiKn 
proposed by Larsen seems to me too strong a word. I do not 
know why zpoaxtixn, — gives the right meaning, has not 
been proposed. 


De Amicorum Multitudine. 


Ch. 11. 93 ¢: aituov S€ peta TorAA@Y ddXrA@Y OK HKLCTA Y 
eis hidias KTHoW 1 THs TwoAvdiAlas Spekis: the last word of the 
preceding sentence is oxcay. Larsen supposes a lacuna after 
HKtora, and if we do not correct aitiov or eis, this is the only 
way of getting things right. One other way is to change 
aitiov and yy’ eis to évaytiov and zpos, as has been done. Is 
there any means of retaining y’ eis and finding a plausible 
substitute for airiov? I should suggest avazrnpoi for aituov. We 
may discount the an as having fallen out owing to that 
preceding it: we are left with anypo. To suppose that this 
was corrupted to aitvov is perhaps unjustifiable, but, on the 
other hand, avarnpot supplies a link in thought with what 
precedes which is much required. 

Ch. 11. 93 e: kai mpocayopevew étaipov kal éEtaipov as 
 €tepov. This is the reading of most mss. A C DE omit xai 
éraipov (according to Wyttenbach). It is difficult to account 
for it, as Larsen says. But I suspect that we should read érnv 
Kat éraipoy, and that Plutarch was referring to & trav. 

Ch. 1. 93 f: oitw 7d Gireiv j uyn chodpa wéduxer, eis 
Torrovs Sé pepifouévn eEauavpodra. This is the Vulgate 
reading. The reading of D and the Cod. Xylandri is ojtw 70 
pireiy ev wey apodpov mepuKos eis TodAovs peptComevov 
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éfapavpodtat. One of these readings is corrected from the 
other: one cannot have grown from the other by any natural 
process of corruption, -but only be deliberate alteration of 
the construction. Such deliberate alteration of cases is quite 
common in those Mss which are not, properly speaking, inter- 
polated, but not usually on such a large scale as here. It 
would however certainly seem that here the Vulgate reading 
is an awkward accommodation of the whole to 4 wuy7 (misread 
for év yuyn). If we had the Vulgate text alone to deal with, 
we should have to suppose a lacuna, e.g. o}tw@ <mpods abTo pwev> 
TO ireiv 4) Yux) ohodpa mwépuxev xtr., and, even then, we 
could scarcely say that 7 yuyx7) éEawavpodrar, not to speak of 
the hiatus. 

Ch. 11. 94b: A very difficult passage here presents itself. 
oKxerrtéov mpatov et Suvatdv éotw KTX. is obviously nonsense. 
Was Plutarch going to consider at length the pros and cons of 
the possibility of selecting, at short notice, suitable crews for 
ships, tutors for boys, &c. and has he done so? It is necessary 
to write out the passage at length. "Ezel & 1 addnOwi diria 
tpla Entei padtota, THY apEeTHY Ws KaXOV, Kal THY cUVvibeLaY oS 
nov, Kal THY xpelav ws dvayKaiov, Sei yap amodé~acbar 
_ Kpivovta, Kal yalpew ovvovta, kal yxphoOar Seopuevov, &travta 
mpos THY Todudiriay wrevavtiodtar Kai padiota mpods TO 
Kupiotatov  Kplows’ Twota S& mpatrov et Suvatov éotw év 
Bpaxe xpovm Soxipdoas Yopevtas—pnytuye hidrovs moAXovs. 
This is the Vulgate reading, with two exceptions, émet § 7 at 
the beginning, a correction of Vulcobius for ézresdy, and Sox:- 
peacoat given by A (?) and D for Soxiwacia of C, E, Mose. 1 and 
2 (Coll. Nov. has onuacia not Soxidcar as Wytt. states). 
These two variants or corrections may be regarded as certain. 
Coll. Nov. omits @ before wavra; and it and Mosc. 2 have 
moiav for rota. Now to come to the variants of D.—They are 
aos for pos and cxemréoy 8% for rota 82. It is evident that 
D’s cxerréov 67 is a mere makeshift, and I do not see any force 
in its as. 

The first thing that strikes us in this sentence is the con- 
fusedness of the argument as it stands. The Se? yap cannot 
possibly be right, for the clause introduced by yap does not on 
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the one hand explain the preceding clause which wants no 
explanation, and, on the other hand, it states the principle on 
which the argument which follows is divided: Tohupinia is 
successively considered in regard to its effect on Td xpivew 
(94 c—f), To cuveivasr (94 f—95 b), 76 Seta Oar (95 b sq.). 

Therefore yap cannot possibly be right and must be re- 
placed by another particle. In the next place, the sense 
requires not Gmavta (i.e. 7d Kpivew, TO cuveivat, &c.) mpos Thy 
morudiriay wrevavtiodtat, but mpos amavta » Torvdiria 
trevavtiodtat. Therefore the wws of D is here wrong and the 
corruption lies much deeper. Finally, the woia 5& wpérov e 
duvatov éorwv is evidently also deeply corrupt, for we are now 
left with 2 «xpioiws hanging ‘in the air before these words. I 
should re-write the whole something as follows (simply as a 
suggestion). “Emel 8 1 adrnOwh didria tpia Ente? pardiorta, 
THY apEeTHV ws KadOv, Kal THY cUVAPeLav ws HOV, Kal. THY 
xpeiav ws avayxkaior, Sei S amrodéEacOat Kpivovta, Kal yailpe 
cuvorta Kal yphobar Sedpevov, mpos aravta <gdnpl Tadta> Ti 
Todvgiriav trevavtiwidc bat Kai waddioTa Tpos TO KUpL@TaToY. 
émel xpicts tota 5) yévout av ef Sé01 TOV avdTov ev Bpayet 
xpove SoKkimdcat KTH. 

Ch. Iv. 94¢: otrws del pn Tov evyepOs TepiTTrEKOpeEVOV 
movetcbat cvvynOn Kkarov. This is of course impossible, and I 
cannot tell why Bernardakis has not followed Hercher in 
changing dei to de? and excluding xadov as an adscript. Coll. 
Noy., however, omits not xaddv but roveiorPat, which suggests 
the correction of xaddv to xadeiv, and this is possible, 

Ch. v. 94, f: oftw piriav kal cvviPevavy ow ferv maparaBov 
év TOAD KpiOcioav. We have only to correct o@few to 
aéoes. The interpolation of D and Cod. Xylandri de@—ow few 
maparaBovtas ruins the sense, for not “servanda est simul 
acceperis,” but “servabis, si acceperis” is required. 

Ch. V. 95 a: todvavtiov obv goxev ) KaXovméevN TOAVHIALA 
<TH piria> roveiv. tH Piria is absolutely required, and there 
can be little doubt that it has fallen out after wodudirla. 
Kadoupévn is quite meaningless. I do not feel sure that avaxa- 
Aoupévyn (passive) =‘hailed as welcome’ or ‘much invoked’ is 
possible. — 
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Ch. vi. 95e: GAN of Todrol Tas modrvdirlas a SdvavTat 
Tapéxev povoy ws Eorxe oxoTodow a 8 éumovelvy Tapopact. 
There is no particular reason why Plutarch should not have 
written @ 8 éurovety éyovor wapopdot. He does not use the 
verb elsewhere, but év might be added to any verb of action in 
this sense. At all events dvtamaitoto. which D gives for 
éutroveiv is certainly an interpolation. 

Ch, vil. 96 a—b: I will write out this passage, not exactly as 
it stands in any MS or edition, but as I think it should be— 
éxeivo 5&é wadrov Huiv mapaiver td IlvOayopixdv “ 2) roAXots 
éuBdrrew SeEvdv,” Tovréate pn TONKOVS TroveiaBar pirovs pndé 
TorvKowov pndé wavonpmov acraferOar piriav cal mpoon- 
yoplav dv % peTa ToAAGY TADOY eiclodca’ GY TO peV TUVAYo- 
viav Kat cvvaxybecOar Kail cupmoveiv Kai ovyKivduvevew ov 
mavu Svcoctoy Tots édevOépors Kal yevvaiors éoti, TO Sé TOD 
sodiatod Xirwvos adrnbés, bs pds Tov eirovTa pndév’ exer 
€xOpov, ‘Eouxas’ Edy ‘od pndé Hidov Exew"* ai yap EyOpar rais 
diriats evOds émaxodovOovar kal cuprr€éxovtat. ovKovY éoTt 
girov <TO> pr) cuvadincioOat pndé cvvado€eiv wndé cvvarrey- 
@dvecOar. As regards the readings—I have, in the main, 
adhered to the Vulgate text. mpoonyopiay av 41 derive from 
the reading of C rpos jv re av 4. D, E and Coll. Nov. have mpds 
évavtinv ): other MSS have corrected this again to rpds évaytiov 
7. 6s is peculiar to D (it may be an interpolation and is not 
quite necessary). I have written ov«ovv for ov« and dubiously 
inserted ro after @iAov, as the grammar appears to me to re- 
quire it. 

The whole is somewhat irregular in construction, but the 
sense is quite clear. Of the wodd\a man, which must ac- 
company the admission of many friends, Td wév cuvayovidy 
«Tr. are not altogether insupportable: then should strictly 
have followed 7d 6&é€ ouvadixeioba. Kal auvadokeiv kar 
cuvatreyOdvecbar “are altogether insupportable”; but Plu- 
tarch first turns aside to impress upon us that these things 
are also necessary accompaniments of friendship. For mpoc- 
nyopiav cp. p. 709 a. The liberties taken by D consist of 
the omission of od before wdvv and the insertion of ézreimep 
before ov« ot. They deprive the passage of all meaning. D 
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also wrongly corrects codictod to codod. Cp. p. 385 e rods 
cogovs, tm éviwy dé cogiotds mpocayopevOévtas. I am not 
aware if the cal pm) cvvadofeiv kai of the Aldine has any 
Ms authority. I presume from Wyttenbach’s and Diibner’s 
_ silence that it has; but wydé—pmdé, as given from some Ms by 
Hercher and Bernardakis, is also the reading of Coll. Nov. As 
regards iXor it also is given for the Vulgate ¢/Awy by Hercher 
and Bernardakis from some MS. Reiske’s conjecture $/Aq@ is not 
admissible if we read wndé-—pde. 

Ch. vil. 96 c: of durAdcodot Kal yapievtes. Sauppe has 
corrected giddcoga: to giddotopyo. This correction is cer- 
tainly right, and beyond all praise. 

Chs. viI—VI. 96 d: év 62 76 rAowwsws Hnow o Oovevdidys 
Tovs apeTHs padioTta peTtamo.ovpévovs avvaTroddAvabat Tots 
PIAOLS. «2000 b0ev otTws Ths apeTis adedeiv ob mtpoahKov 
KT. ovTws, rejected by Hercher, is quite intelligible, if we 
read straight on. Two connected sentences have been here 
divorced by the chaptering. 6@ev is more difficult to under- 
stand. I take its force to be ‘because doing so may involve 
even death.’ 

Ch, vill. 96d: tiv adtis Kowwviay Puddtrew: avdTihs is the 
reading of D: the Vulgate is airy. It seems to me preferable 
to read t1)v xowvwviay simply with Coll. Nov. 

Ch. viil. 96 e: ovdév avoporov od8 aveparor, odd adoro». 
D’s door for &doXov is a violent correction. ddXofov is more 
probable. 

Ch, 1x. 97b: as S€ tv doynpdtiotoy of puatkol Kal axpo- 
patov ovciay déyovow UroKxerpévny Kal TpeTouevny bm’ adTar. 
There is evidently something missing after Aéyovow, perhaps 
aac. Tots eictodaw (cp. Timaeus 50 B). D gives bt adrijs 
for ia’ aitov which, even if it were possible for other reasons, 
deprives what follows of all point. 


W. R. PATON. 


THE NEW COLLEGE MS IN THE ‘CUM PRINCIPIBUS 
PHILOSOPHANDUM ESSE,’ 


THE Manuscript in its present condition consists of (1) the 
Ethica in the same order as Ambros. C. 195 inf. ie. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 55, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 16, 20, 21, and 
the De Defectu Oraculorum 69, the last treatise ending on a 
leaf the reverse of which is blank, (2) a fragment containing the 
end of 36 De esu carnium, 64 Bruta ratione uti (ending with 
THs Oaracons in ch. VU.), 28 Cum prince. philosophandum esse, 
35 Ad princ. ineruditum and the beginning of 52 De virtute 
moralt. 

From a comparison of its readings in the Cum principibus 
philosophandum esse with the extracts given by Bernardakis on 
p. XL of his preface from Venet. 427 and Ambros. 82 it is 
evident that Coll. Nov. is here in accord with the best tradition. 
The following are its most noteworthy variants from Dibner’s 
text: p. 948 27 mpocdiaréyy (ser. n) kal mpocKxabitn (scr. ) os 6 
Loxpatns éxeivors. This is right; the second person is required. 
46 cwdpovety for dirocodety, unquestionably right. p. 949 1 
éyatpov. 6 Oeod peyadou oapiotnv. 13 mrpodrny (confirming 
Reiske’s emendation). 36 dirocodgetv. 37 vids pev Aipiriov 
IlavAov. p. 950 12 pndea paydrnoavto. 25 d0&ns tocavrns. 
37 Sioxew and devyew (Se? Siwxew?). 38 pwetpie mpocorra 
7Gec (cum Venet. 427, Venet. 250, Ambr. 82). p. 951 9 eZ ce 
dé ypounv. This is sure to be nearer the original than e7 8é ce. 
‘Peépnv undoubtedly lurks in npdunv. 21 ad of for of del. 
30 dirovs cuvnbers aretuptavivov éotpéBrovv Kal éeriywmrpacav 
évayeis émovovvtTo Katapatovs. Correct Kal ér. to KaTeripmpa- 
cay: the absence of the copulae in this passage (a quotation 2) 
adds to its force. 38 Scovxodvtat. 47 dy for avyp (cum Ambr. 
82). 

It is evident that for this treatise at least a collation of 
Ambros. C, 195 inf, is a necessity. 

W. R, P. 


THE BRITISH MUSEUM PAPYRUS CXXVIII. 


OF the various papyri of the Iliad published by Mr Kenyon 
in Classical texts from papyri in the British Museum there is 
one which calls for special notice, from the intrinsic interest 
of its text as well as from its high antiquity. Of Mr Kenyon’s 
collation I have only two complaints to make: first that 
he has not reproduced many of the peculiarities of spelling, 
and secondly that he has entirely neglected the somewhat 
peculiar accentuation of his original, and has given us in 
its place, without a word of warning, the modern, or rather 
late mediaeval, accentuation to which we are accustomed. I 
therefore propose to give every instance of peculiar spelling 
which.I have noticed, together with a few specimens of the 
accentuation. The latter I do not pretend to give in full: 
a@ proper account would require numerous facsimiles, and 
should form part of a thorough treatise on early Greek accent- 
uation as exhibited in papyri generally, for which the time 
seems now ripe. It will be seen that I have in a few cases 
succeeded in adding new variants to those detected by Mr 
Kenyon: but the greater part of what I have to give regards 
the constant confusion of « and e. But it is necessary that 
these minutiae should be given: the MS. is really misrepre- 
sented when we are told that it has, for instance, évevyusdes 
when it really has evevnpecdes. 

To Mr Kenyon’s introductory remarks I have little to add. 
He has however overlooked one diple on xxiv. 115. There 
’ is a stigme against x11. 620 and xIv. 54, the meaning of which 
Journal of Philology. vou, xxt. 2 
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I do not know. The following lines possess the left-hand 
margin, and should shew Aristarchean signs, of which however 
there is no trace: XxI. 43 71 75 454 459 475 479 480 481 
485 504 509 514 518 527 531 533 544 603 604 621 644 
659 661 679 683 707 721 725 757 772 800 806 810 843 
845 851 855 857 870, xxiv. 54 55 58 121 124 164 172 
174 180 184 205 208 210 215 222 229 241 257 272 282 
514 545 566 605. These shew how very imperfectly the 
critical marks were appended even to good MSS. 

The following are variants from La Roche’s text: it being 
understood that accents are probably in every case by the 
second hand—though in one or two instances they look as 
if they might be by the first. 

XXIII. 35 avtapotov: the superfluous o has apparently been 
struck out by m. 2. 39 (added at foot by m. 2) xn]puxéow. 
72 eupyovow. 424 mlapalkrewac 1,e del. 2. 438 vixevor. 
After mpocepn an « has been added by 2. 441 oon. 
449. xoveiovtec 1,e del. 2. 461 tel,ye2. 465 edvvaloOnu. 
470 Scayewvooke 1, ¢ del. 3. 480 atrat. 487 yvol[e|noa- 
motewov, m. 2 has added ve after 7, 505 yur[er. 510 Kreive 
pacrevya. 518 oxergu. 571 joxvr[ac, « added after 
by m. 2. 598 The words added at the top of the column 
are va[c] (not a) 6n tavra, the beginning of 626 which is 
omitted in its proper place. 605 The first hand had y7zrepo- 
meveco: m. 2 has written v over o. 609 tw. 1, ro 2. 
620 own 1, « added by 2. 629 emu. 640 wapavTot. 
649 I think that the re is original and not corrected from To. 
651 opecdor. 658 evxvnpedeo. 659 ovmep? or wutrep? 
660 avacyouevor? 661 Saune. 692 ¢dpelxoo 1, € del. 2. 
693 Oetvievporxcoevtse. 694 averarrt.a[v|jrap. 695 yecps 1, 
xepor 2. 696 odecot. 701 Savaoicr 1, RAaoror 2. 


702 eva[upeBnrnv. 709 odjucceve. 711 ocriBapnicr. 
712 wo5d. 714 rerpelyer. 719 odveceve. 720 odve- 
onoc. 721 evevnpedecayacot. 730 xeivnoev, e del. 2. 


735 rpeB [eo ]Oe. 736 eso 1, to 2. 739 atropopEa|pevo.. 
750 mewova, ¢ del. 2. 757 pet[alorouye:. The lines added 
at the top of the column from 359—361 take the following 
form 
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Jeoxor[ 
avTieovdo[t|yixaotraovarratpoce| o|to 
— wapepewdedpomovkaa AnTinaTro[ 


The last line shews what we have to expect of this hand. 


763 odvaceve. orice. 769 yAavedmidov, 2 has added « 
after 6. 773 emakeo O[ av. 783 odvocnh. 789 eel. 
793 The greater part of the word epsdncac@ar has been traced 
over by m. 2, but it is impossible to say if the original reading 
was different. 806 evdeil ver. 821 axox)nv 1, ne 2. 
827 pelrtacke 1,e del.2. 829 adrorow. ~—8.40 Sewvn[oac 1, 
e del. 2. 842 eppleive 1, € del. 2. 846 @ om. 854 
nap 1: 2 has added something, apparently o and y one over 
the other. 857 opvedoc. 875 Seuv[evolucar, e del. 2. 
XXIV. 23 evcopwortec. 27 cov for exov. 43 rAaBnioe. 
44 ay|irrevc. 45 yir[e|tas, ce[wve]tar, ovwwnict. 71s r9e- 
[orl 1, v del. 2. 76 Adyn 1, « add. 2. 107 dyv.erKxoc. 
123 nip 1, ev[p 2. 125 xro[enlo 1, « add. 2 before a. 
131 Ben 1, « add 2? 165 ence. 178 o¢ for rou. 
183 ayirrne. 184 ayirAdnoo. 194 mrAOev. 196 ern 1, 
inune 2. 201 17. 210 There are just sufficient traces 
of letters left to shew that the line ended ote puv texe wnrnp 
instead of téxov avt7. 220 exe}reve. 221 I think there 
is a trace of a diastole after evcu. 223 avtny corr. from 
avtnv, I think by m. 1. 227 evnv 1, éinw 2. 228 » 1, 
me 2. 234 Opnxeo 1, Opixeo 2. 236 evimpeyaporc. 
238 ailovocnc. 239 vpeuv. 240 emeote? or eteote? 
241 dvvoo[@]ére (worn and faint but certain). 258 ex[ro]- 
par0, 7 del.(m.1?). 384 odrwrler. 413 mde. 414 evra, 
the e is by m. 2 over an illegible earlier letter. 450 xep- 
cavtec, the p seems to be by m. 2. 451 ipo ]ddev. 
454 tpio 1, tpeio 2. 456 ayiJ\reve. 457 a€e. 462 
axirdnoo. 468 ame8n 1, ameBne* 2. 472 ayidreve. 
473 tau. 476 mewov,edel.2. 503 ayirdrev. 512 ote- 
vax{n. 563 ywooko. 565 tram 1, tram 2. 566 ovdé- 
toxyjac: there is possibly a « by m. 2 over r. 571 |ynoev 
shews that the reading was ds $adto plynoer 8é. 578 arro- 
a[nvno. 638 ono 1, onic 2. 641 ovrov 1, cérov 2. 


2—2 
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644 a]Ofov]joon. 648 evxar[eovoat, a corr. by 2 too, 649 
mpocedn 1, rpocednt 2. 650 A€E[ov 1, v del. m. 2. 676 trade 


1, ra@wdap 2. 687 ay (or atc) 1, acx 2, not quite certain. 
699 I cannot detect any correction of ypuvons to xpuvoent. I 
see nothing but a circumflex over 7. 703 Se for te. 707 


Never 1, € del. 2, - The reading was evidently ds epar’ obs 
dpa 84 tis évl wrodei Aimer avynp. T57 éponio. 

Orthographically the chief thing to notice is the extreme 
frequency of the confusion of e and « (generally corrected 
by m. 2), and the rarity of other sorts of itacism. We have 
douxidevte for uxievts, eOixev for €Onxev, dum for dora, 
yvacec bat for yvooeo Oe, and I think no others. 

Prosodiacal signs. Interaspiration is found in xxur. 736 
avéXovTEs. 841 adlénxe. XXIV. 133 Evvéo. 235 e€éoinp. 
417 xadirep6[ev. A473 Kxab&aro. 689 aviorn. XXII. 
858 ausréXe[xxa is underlined by m. 2: this may be a hyphen. 
So in 562 there is a similar stroke under apdu [Seduvyntar: as 
this is at the end of a speech, the mark may be only a 
paragraphos, but it is certainly longer and heavier than that 
commonly used. These four letters are all that remain of 
the line, so it is impossible to say how far to the right the 
stroke went. 

It is impossible to discuss the accentuation thoroughly 
without a facsimile: I give only a few characteristic instances. 
XXII. 46 ovpéts. 74 evpvrvrés. 440 ovoérupovyepapev. 
523 Sicxotpa. 593 dddpxéror. 604 viexnoe vedun. 655 
éEeréadunrny. 692 dpixos. XXIV. 645 oropécai tr. The 
practice of placing the grave accent on the penultimate instead 
of the last syllable is found also in the Harris papyrus of 
xvul. published in the B. M. Catalogue of Classical MSS. 

_ We now come to the question of the peculiar readings of 
the MS. Those attested by ancient authority, but not found 
in other MSS., are: xx. 48 the reading of m. 2 reprea- 
pe8a, mentioned by Didymos as not accepted by Aristarchos. 
427 trapeXdooat is given as a variant by Schol. T. 490 x ér[e 
is so quoted in a scholion on Ix. 292. 593 amaitnoeas 
is mentioned by Eustathios. 600 roe for coz is interlined 
in A, 701 A also has Aaofcs interlined over Aapaoict, 
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Tarapocvvns is the reading of Aristarchos. 753° qevpyj- 
cea Oov was the reading of Zenodotos. XXIV. 48 ddupdpevos 
is given as a variant by A and Eust. 125 xdyoino’ for 
kdoint is implied in Didymos oftws ’Apiotapyos évixds év 
Kroint. 512 orevayn was read by Zenodotos. 518 doyeo 
is implied by Didymos otras *Apiotapxos Kd«’ dvoxeo. In 
two unmetrical readings the MS. agrees with Eustathios: 
XXII. 785 5) om.: xxiv. 47 7 «al for 7é Neglecting these 
we have no less than twelve variants attested by one ancient 
authority or_another. In the same two books L has only 6 
(see Journal of Philology, xvi. 202). Further it must be 
remembered that the papyrus is so fragmentary that it does 
not contain, at a rough estimate, an equivalent of more than 
500 or 600 lines out of the 1700 contained in L in the two 
books. If it were safe to argue from so small a basis, we 
should have to conclude that this was a far more original and 
independent MS. than any with which we are now acquainted, 
and we must regard the unattested variants with considerable 
respect. 

Of the new readings the most important is xxiv. -192 
Kex Jovder, which restores to the Greek language a form which 
had already been postulated on theoretical grounds by more 
than one etymologist. Fick actually wrote it in this place 
in his Homerische Ilias, p. 211, and it has been defended also 
by Wackernagel in the Berliner Philologische Wochenschrift’. 
The reading in the papyrus can hardly be explained as any- 
thing but a genuine piece of ancient tradition. Of other 
readings the following may be noticed. xxl. 407 Aérnode. 
434 éNadvev. 444 xapovte. 452 axovov. 602 Kev 
for Tou. 682 para for péya. 782 diroe for rorou. 
848 doraytes for avotdyres is an ancient variant, as we know 
from many similar passages. XXIV. 126 wapéfero for xaé- 
ero. 202 dvaoces for avdooes. 210 réxe pnrnp for 
Téxov avt2 is only a mistaken reminiscence of xx. 128 where 
the line occurs in this form. 241 otvocbe for otver@e or 
évocacGe does not help to clear up a difficult passage. 
265 mdvres for ratpos. 515 adtika & é« for adtix’ ard 

1 21 Nov. 1891 (11 Jahrg. no. 47). 
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may be right. 567 wuddwyv. 571 piynoev. 687 ¥ for ke. 
703 8é for re. 

Of the remaining readings, all which can be called real 
variants are given by one or more MSS. which are already 
known. In. some cases they give welcome support to good 
readings insufficiently attested before, e.g. the omission of @ 
after 7) d€in xxl. 846, and de for yas in xXxIv. 413. (This 
reading is not given by Mr Kenyon because he collates with 
the text of my own edition, which has 78¢.) A comparison of 
the remaining variants seems to shew that among known MSS. 
those most nearly related to our papyrus are D and T. The 
respectable antiquity of some unmetrical readings is shewn by 
the presence of Aé£ov for Xé£o in XXIV. 650: this is given also 
by D and G. 

The superiority of this papyrus to the average text is well 
shewn by a comparison with the others published in Classical 
Texts. CXXXVI. does not seem to contain a single reading 
which can really be called a variant. CXXVI. is written with 
such gross carelessness that it is hardly possible to trust its 
evidence at all. Such as it is however it attests the following 
readings: IL. 375 €@nxev for éwxev, with Eust. 415 @vperpa. 
ul. 57 eloo for soo, a variant which is probably implied in 
the statement that Aristarchos and others read éooo. 74 the 
original vaio.wev was the reading of Zenodotos. 278 the 
corrected reading xayovtes is that of Herakleides. 302 égar’, 
so Eust. All other variants are either impossible or are already 
known from MSS. of the vulgate. 

Finally it will be seen that the papyrus affords no sort 
of support to the belief that the criticism of Aristarchos and 
the other Alexandrines produced any effect upon the ordinary 
commercial text. This idea, which one might have thought 
was exploded, has lately been revived, and supported by the 
fact that an early papyrus found by Mr Petrie contains several 
lines which do not stand in our MS. It has been concluded 
that Aristarchos and his predecessors purged of a large number 
of superfluous lines the text current in their time. Even 
if we had not a convincing mass of evidence to the contrary, 
it would be impossible to draw such a conclusion from the 
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evidence presented. Every one who has had much to do 
with MSS. of the Iliad knows that some possessors, and even 
scribes, of copies had a mania for inserting into text or margin 
lines from other parts of the poems which happened to be 
suggested to their memory by the passage before them. Our 
papyrus is a case in point. Three lines from another part 
of xxl. have been written at the top of a column with a 
mark directing their insertion after 757. In any copy taken 
from the papyrus they would infallibly have been inserted 
in the text, which would then have served as an argument 
for what Aristarchos had done. As a matter of fact it will be 
- seen that of readings in our text mentioned by Didymos only 
one was accepted, and three were rejected, by Aristarchos. In 
other words the MS. belongs to a family which was known 
to and consulted by Aristarchos when making his eclectic text : 
but which remained, like all other MSS. that we know, with 
the single exception of A, absolutely uninfluenced by what 
he did. 

It is a matter of extreme regret that the few remaining 
scholia in the papyrus are so mutilated as to be undecipher- 
able. The few words which I have managed to read do not 
appear in any of the present scholia on XXIII. or XxIv. They 
are ceanuevwt...cvonpov...in two lines at the end of 850, and 
wodiitac in the much longer note at the head of the last 
column. It does not look however as if either of these belonged 
to a scholion of a critical sort: and even without this ex- 
traneous interest the MS. is important enough. Fragmentary 
though it is it will leave some mark on the Homeric text: had 
it been perfect, it would to all appearance have been the most 
important text in existence. 


WALTER LEAF. 


Since writing the above, I have received, by the courtesy of 
Prof. Ludwich of K6nigsberg, a copy of his program “ Die 
sogenannte Voralexandrinische Ilias,” in which he discusses the 
question of the supposed influence of Aristarchos on the text. 
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He shews that the existence of a large number of editions 
containing lines which are not found in our text has always 
been known. But these are only eccentricities of individual 
editors, mere sports of criticism, and never claimed a place in 
the tradition which has given us our Homer. They in fact as 
little affected the vulgate as did Aristarchos himself. The 
Fayum MS. brings no new element into the textual criticism of 
the Iliad: its interest lies in the fact that we seem to have 
got a fragment of one of these very capricious recensions, but 
the microscopically small extent of it forbids us to found 
conclusions of any sort on its evidence. 

Prof. Ludwich strongly urges, and in this also I entirely 
agree with him, that it is most desirable, aud indeed imperative, 
that the whole of Pap. cxxvitl. should be published. A mere 
collation of so important a document is never enough, for it 
leaves out of sight all the negative evidence. Until a student 
has the very letters before him, he can never tell what it is 
that the MS. does not say: and this may be almost as im- 
portant as what it does. For the same reason a full publication 
of the equally important Bodleian papyrus is much needed, and 
it is to be hoped that we shall not have to wait long for it. 


Weds 


ON SOME FRAGMENTS OF AESCHYLUS, AND ON THE 
SUPPLICES. 


THE following suggestions occurred to me in reading the 
Kpitixal Kal éppnvevtixal trapatnpyoes on Aeschylus of 
Anastasius Zakas, Athens, 1890. 

Zakas has a few remarks on the fragments pp. 276—283. 


Fragm. 25. 
-Phrynich, Bekker p. 5. 21 avOpwzroedés Onpiov tbat cvfav 


émt Tod I'Aavcov avadhavértos ex THs Oaracons. Aioxddos. 


Nauck observes rightly ‘neque dv@pw7roedns neque Onpiov 
tragoediae conuenit’: I would add the words have every ap- 
pearance of being a scazon. 

The author's name was not Aeschylus, but Aeschrio, the 
fragments of whose scazons, closely resembling those of Herodas, 
are collected by Bergk P. L. G. pp. 800—803 ed. 3. In Tzetzes’ 
scholia to Lycophron 688 (Bergk p. 803) péuvntas 8é adtav Kai 
Aicypiov év EBSou@ "Egecidos there is in many Mss the v. |. 
Aioydros: and I doubt not other cases exist. 

The verse then should be restored to Aeschrio and written 


advOpwroedées Vdate Onplov cuter. 


Fragm, 269 (275), 
épwouds yap wWyyro0ev troTwpevos 
dv0~ oe mAHnEEL vyndvos YeiWopacwr. 


xuropacww Meineke, cevopaow Nauck, ywpjpacw Zakas = 
adroxwpnuacw excrements. I cannot find an instance of this 
use, and Zakas quotes none. Possibly tiAjpacw, with the 
same sense, is the right word. 
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pilav tapeipas mrEeKTayny yetwappoov 
oréyny mupdow Kal catavOpaxdcopua. 

I do not understand how so many interpreters, including 
Dindorf in his lexicon to Aeschylus, can explain wAextavn here 
by siphon, a water-spout. Though the notion of this word is 
not overclear, it seems to find a parallel in Vergil’s 7'ris imbris 
torti radios, tris nubis aquosae Addiderat, rutili tris ignis et 
alitis austri. There Conington rightly observes that the 
thunderbolt is represented as made out of the component 
parts of the storm. Aeschylus seems similarly to describe 
a thunderbolt as a coil of fluid storm, i.e. in which the com- 
ponent parts of a storm are twisted together into a single 
compact weapon of fire, calculated to reduce any roof it struck 
to ashes, 


Fr. 298 (300). 


2 AiOcotridos yijs, évOa NetrXos émrapous 
yaiav kvdivsov mvevpatav éroufpia, 
év 4 TupwTov pnvos éxraprav proya 

5 THKel TeTpalav xLOva. 


8 xkvrgivdov cod. F Athenaet u. 87, cvrivde. Salmasius, 
karvrre Zakas. 

4 crupwtov unvos F teste Nauckio, rupwrov péyyos Nauck- 
ius, TUPWTOV YAHVOS ego. 

That rvpwror is right seems probable from Prom. 694 «ei 
pn Oérou, trupwtdv éx Ards poreiv Kepavydv. A word, un- 
objectionable in its formation, and which occurs twice in 
Aeschylus, if we may trust the tradition of the Mss, ought not 
lightly to be rejected: the more that it is also found in a 
passage of the comic poet Antiphanes, Pir06nBaios 217. 21 
Kock rrupwtois avOpdxwv patiopact (so Mss of Athen, 622 f, 
pitricpact Abresch); 

But for wnvos a word can be sobatihated which is far nearer 
the letters than éyyos and conveys a similar meaning, namely 
yajvos. Aratus Phaen, 317 ta 8€ ot mepl téooapa Kelrat 
TAnvea, tapBordbyv Sv0, wap S00 wemtndta, where the Schol., 
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explains trountixa@s Sé eltre Tovs dotépas yAnvea. But whether 
in this. sense of constellation, or less distinctly of light, cf. 
Hesych. yAjvos ddos, the word would be equally appropriate 
here of the Sun. 


Suppl. 75 (65 Tucker). 

I copy from Merkel’s transcript of M, printed at the 
Clarendon Press in 1872. 

yo ed-vaS av Bei Sopar Seid vo voad 6 Nove Tao 

Se d'ydo depiag amd yao & tic éotl Kndeuor. 

As M gives ¢érovs not Pidous, it seems possible that 
Aeschylus wrote Seiuaivovo’ épodous, a word used by him 
again Kum. 372 of the assaults of the Eumenides. Tucker, 
feeling the difficulty of ¢idovs, which as explained by 
Hermann is all but impossible, conj. roiuaivovea oBous: 
too far, I think, from the letters of M to be probable. By 
épodous the Danaides would refer to apprehended attacks from 
their cousins, and this would be explained by e? tis éori 
Kndenov puyads taode, ‘in the thought that there may be some 
one that watches our escape.’ 


89 (76 Tucker). 


\ Y > > 4 pe 
8-16 cipepoo ov KévOnpatoa ét’yOn 
mavrTar Tor preyéber K-av cKO TOU 

P. ; , t fa 
pérat v av. € vytdyae pep 6 Teco a-oio 


The meaning of this difficult passage I believe to be as 
follows: Zeus’ will is always obscure: it is like a smoky fire 
dark even against a dark sky, not only in the blaze of the sun. 
‘Everywhere it is as a fire that even in darkness flames with a 
blackness in its issues to mortal men,’ 

_ That is to say, the stress lies on pedaiva Edv tixa. Zeus’ 
will is never easily traceable: it is always dark even when it 
might seem most likely to be perceptible. 


104 (87 T.). 
‘ Biav 
& dutw’ é& omdifSer tay dow ov §-atpmoviwr 
The meaning would be satisfied by writing for dzrowvor, 
_ a@ovxov ‘violence that lives apart from divine workings.’ For 


28 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


this is the point which the Chorus is here urging, jevoy avo 
ppovnud ws Adrobev é&émpakev Eurras ESpdvav éf’ dyvar. 

I am aware that this does not bring the verse into corre- 
spondence with the answering words dvo7rapaBovrotor ppeciv’ 
but neither does j#uevoy dvw dpdvnua mas (which immediately 
follows Sa:moviwy) correspond to cai dvavovay pwarvoru. 

M here gives dverapaBotro.owv, not SvaomapaBovroior. 
Possibly the metre was 


choriambus + 3rd epitrite + choriambus + 3rd epitrite 
dvotrapaBov | rNovow dpeoly | cal Sidvor | av paworw 


Then trav arroixov Saipoviewy would represent a similar, but 
not identical, metrical sequence reversed, i.e. 2nd epitrite + 
choriambus, 


148 (126 T.). | 
mavti S¢ cOev ovot  S-twypoior .... 8 -aod adéac 
ad-unTac ad-unTa p vor o oyev éoOw. 


mavtt 5€ cOévous, a genitive like éy mavtl aOupias Thue. 
vu. 55, may, I believe, be right; ‘with all of strength’ ‘ with 
her whole of strength’ let her come forth to save. A some- 
what similar genitive exists perhaps in 234 (202 T.) ovde 
pn vy “Adov Oavev Diyn wdtavoy aitias mpakas tdée, if M 
is right in giving patauov aitias’ ‘even in Hades he can never 
escape unchastity of reproach,’ a slight variation on patacoy 
aitiav- an unchaste reproach. A third, somewhat similar, 
genitive may lurk in 296 (269 T.) tatdTa tapradaypatov 
(M gives raira-radXaypdtwv), i.e. TadTa Ta éwradaypaTov 
‘this story of their embraces.’ 

186 (210 T.). 

kat Znvos dpviv rovde viv Kixrjoxere. 

Freeman, Hist. of Sicily I. p. 414, states that on the coins of 
Himera a cock is supposed to symbolise day. Cf. p. 300 of 
Vol. 1. . 

260 (240 T.). 

Tucker’s conj. ypavOeio’ advice yaia pntpuds Sixnv is excel- 
lently supported by him from Plat. Menex. 237 B tpepdopevos 
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ovx bd wntpurds addr bd pyTpos THs ywopas and Hes. Op. 
823 ddrXote pwntpue) Tédee 7épyn, GAXoTe pjtnp. The Romans 
use nouerca very similarly. Yet pnrpuids dixny is somewhat 
remote from the letters of M pnverrat den. I would suggest 
pntpuat’ followed either by ayn (plagues) or a«n ‘ expiations.’ 

Such expiations would be in the strictest sense ‘step- 
motherly cwres.’ 

[Zakas conj. ypavOeio’ dvijxe yaia Selv’ ayn. ti pny; p.113.] 

287 (261 T.). 

Kal Tas avavdpouvs KpeoSpotovs & ’Apafovas. 

Wellauer deleted & and is followed by Tucker. Wecklein 
reads «peoBopovs & but without explanation. The reading of 
M is defensible, exactly as it stands, ‘the Amazons that have 
no husbands, but live on bleeding flesh. Their remoteness 
from ordinary civilization was indicated by two things, (1) their 
avoiding marriage, (2) their eating raw flesh. These two are 
represented as opposites, as if the poet had said dvdpas pév ove 
éxovoas, kpéas Se mpov écOovcas. 

300 (273 T.). 

ovKouv teraver Leds én’ evxpaipw Bol; 


ém’ gives the idea of covering. 


306 (278 T.). 
ti ovv érev&e 8 adXo SvcTrPdTpw Bol; 
SoM. Again the & ought to be retained. The combina- 
tion ri ody S is in keeping with the quaint only half-decent 
character of the story. It is a touch of common life. 


322, 3 (294, 5 T.). 
eldas & apov adpyaiov yévos 
mpaccos av ws “Apyeiov dvatioas oToXor. 

So M with avtycas in the margin. I believe Aeschylus to 
have written not dvotnans but advorncecs ‘act in such sort as to 
secure your raising from their posture of suppliants a band that 
is Argive born.) The future would be nearer to the required 
meaning of taking secwre measures for the safety of the sup- 
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pliants. It would also be nearer to the letters of M. The 
same palaeographical error perhaps in O. C. 1086 wavtérra 
mopous, Where I would write wavtémr’ ei mopois ‘would thou 
mightest give.’ ‘o si des.’ 


345 (317 T). 
méppixa NeVTTwY Tacd edpas KaTackKiovs. 


mépuxa M. The same corruption in the Antiope frag- 
ments published by Sayce and Mahaffy, Hermathena for 1891, 
p. 46, v. 21 [ri 85] 9 ris; [Os wlédpix’. drav [8] ov« off 
éyo. See American Journal of Philology xu. p. 483. 


535 (514 T,). 
yevod trodkvuuvnotop épartop ‘lods. 

ToAvpynotwp, associated as it is here with épamrtap, sug- 
gests Zeus as the wooer of many, the omniuolus Iuppiter 
(Catull: lxviii.), rather than any idea of ‘ mindful!” odvprjorn 
occurs three times in the Odyssey, 7. Bacidea (iv. 770, xxiii. 
149, a. yury xiv. 64), and it would be natural and easy to form 
an adj. with an active meaning to correspond. 

598 (577 T.). 

mapeot & épyov ws émros 
omedoai Te TOV SovdrLOS Hhéper Ppnv. 

Ought not Sovrvos to be retained? It is at least quite in 
unison with the rest of the vv. Zeus can hasten deeds as it 
were words, whatever it be that his obedient purpose bears 
(brings) for execution. The mind of Zeus first offers some- 
thing to be done, and then carries it out with unhesitating 
obedience as soon as Zeus has determined to execute if. 


667 (646 T.). 
kal yepapoict mpecButodoxor yepovtav Oupérar preyovror. 
The meaning of yepapoio. cannot be merely the same thing 
as is implied by wpecBuroddxot, for Aeschylus is incapable of 
such inanity. Nor does there seem to be any good evidence 
that yepapa can=tiai. It remains to interpret it, as L. and 
S. have done, in a secondary and derived sense, of priests, in 
accordance with the Hesychian gloss yepapai’ iépevat Kowds, 
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_ which Hesych. goes on to distinguish from the special yepapai, 
the 14 priestesses of Artemis at Limnae. The dative will thus 
be a sort of dat. commodi ‘let the altars that receive our elders 
teem to the approach of the priests, let them blaze (with 
offerings).’ 

806, 7 (783, 4 T.) is thus given in Merkel 

tiv apd dutao és mopov 
Té“vo yauou Kal AUTHpLA. 

I agree with Prof. F. W. Newman in believing that «ai 
before AvTHpva is an integral part of the corrupt word and must 
be taken into the account in restoring it. Many years ago I 
thought this might be '«adumrpa, plur. of «dAuTTpor, in a sense 
opposed to advaxaduTtpa = avaxaduTrTnpia or rite of unveiling 
the bride, which was part of the regular marriage ceremonies 
of Greece. The flight of the brides from the husbands they 
loathed might not unfitly be called ‘the veiling of the bride’ or 
‘veiling of the nuptial-rite’ They would reverse the natural 
order of the marriage-rite ; for the unveiling of the bride should 
be turned into a veiling, flight take the place of consummation. 
Agam. 1178 ovKér’ é« caduppatov “Eotar Sedopxads veoyauou 
vupdns Sicnv. Hesych. dvaxadurrnpiov be THv vudny TpeTov 
éEayouow TH tTpitn juépa. The whole then becomes, adopting 
the generally received duguyds for aud’ autas, 

tiv’ auduyas ere ropov — 
Téuv@, yamou KaduTTPpa ; 
779 (758 T.). 
péXas yevoiway KaTrvos. 
Emped. 39, 
wKbpopot Katrvoio Sixny apOévtes amrémtay. 
784 (762 T.). 
aductov & ovKér’ av médoe Kéap. 
KedXawoxpes 5é madretai pov Kapdia. 


1 Prof. Newman gives xadvarrpay, but Tav5 bpav, TereoPdpov 
alters the rest of the passage arbitra- deuvlow, yduov. Kadvwrpay, 
rily thus translating ‘a complete and final 


shroud over the marriage-bed,’ 
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Tucker ingeniously conj. afvxrwv 8 ovKér dv wédot oKéTrap, — 
without however being able to support oxémap by any actual 
reference, though dA«ap eidap are existing words with the 
same meaning. 

This must, I think, be considered uncertain: vdap too 
possesses only a shadowy claim. If xéap conceals a noun 
in -ap, the rare word oxivap, used by Nicander in his Theriaca 
694 py ror évioxndn veapov cxivap wKxds aifas which the 
scholiast paraphrases yz) Enpdvy TO cdma THs yadhs 6 HALOS 
mpocerOov kal mpootecoy o€vs, and again oxivap dé yévynua 
Tapa TO oKIPTaY, 7 TO TOua Kal ckHV@pa, and which seems to 
have meant ‘ body,’ would well suit the passage. But apuxrov 
can scarcely be right. édietov would be intelligible: ‘then 
should my body no longer be within their grasp (ie. if I 
became a smoke in the air): the thought which makes my 
heart beat within me.’ éq¢cxTos is not found in tragedy, but 
is quoted from Empedocles and Parmenides. 


820 (794 T.). 

Tucker takes no notice of Hesychius’ pataot’ tats parato- 
thot. Yet not only is it supposed by Schmidt to refer to this 
v. of the Supplices, but the combination with- roAvOpoos 
very well expresses the ineffectual efforts of the pursuing 
sons of Aegyptus, whose clamorous cries, like those of so many 
hounds, become noisier in proportion as they are baffled in 
their attempt to seize the Danaides. 


830 (805 T.). 
6p® tade ppoimia mpa~av wovwv Biaiwy éwov. 

I notice that Tucker and Zakas (p. 138), who has not seen 
Tucker’s edition, both consider that wpafav conceals ap£av- in 
some form. The former writes rap£avr "Euév Biaiwv réverv: 
Zakas amdptavra. Yet the use of wpa€ar is rather like ri wor 
eUrrAovav érrpatav ; at the end of the play, 1046. 

834 (809 T.) Merkel gives thus 

8-vod o p aval’ k-avy-a-t 
yav dv a& mpotdccov. 


It seems one of those obvious remarks, which yet has been 
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made by no one, that ya of 834 is taken up in yaie of 835, a 
vocative attracted into the case of dva£, but really predicative, 
‘on land, O king, marshal before us.’ 

I have already suggested, Journ. of Philology x1x. p. 176, 
that the mysterious fof of 827 is identical with the word 
forming part of the strange evofadeov in the papyrus magica 
printed by Dieterich, p. 811,117. Can ép, which follows éod, 
be the mystic om of the Indians? Compare my remarks on 
daxocay and the various names in ay ty ik wy o« |. c. 

847, 8 (821, 2 T.) 
are thus given by Merkel 

ai wover wo éerapt da nov $-ovria Tate Ta 

possibly representing 

aio éow o ém ayida (or as Hermann conj. dada) 

how Sovmia tarita, 
ie. ‘sanguinolentam intus te in naviculam iaciam: plagae et 
eiulationes tantum sunt ea quae in hanc impositae restabunt.’ 

écw and #cer before me Hartung. So many critics acquiesce 

in Sovza that I see no necessity for giving it up: Tdzurd is no 
doubt somewhat barbaric, but so is the whole surrounding. 


Tucker appears to me wrong in his attempts to reduce this 
scene to ordinary Greek. 


876, 7 (848, 9 T.). 

Gt Of Of Of dt =A-vp-aois = Bo 0 yao hacxet 
mept xauTTa Bpvateir ds ep w Tas.- 

In the Journ. of Philol. x. p. 23 I suggested that two 
Egyptian names were concealed here, Jsis, and champsa 
(x¢pWa = crocodile, Herod. 11. 69). .In Wecklein’s second 
volume my conj. Avpas “Iou is wrongly printed Avuas "Toi. 
Here I recall this conjecture, because there would be an 
appropriateness in the introduction of the name Isis. The 
Herald has just taunted the Chorus in the words ivf «ai 
Boa mixpotep’ ayéwv oifdos bvoy’ éywv. The Chorus take up 
his word ofvos and play upon it in the similarly sounding "Io. 
Secondly, Io the ancestress of the Danaides was worshipped as 
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Isis. Serv. on Aen. vit. 790 Io diu exagitata (oestro) ad Aegyp- 
tum uenit et Iouis uoluntate in Isim mutata colique coepta est. 


885 (856 T.). 
610i watep Bpo tL ova pocatat pard-adyet. 


If Eustathius has rightly interpreted the first part of this 
as Bporeos (Bporetos) dpos dra, we need only concern ourselves 
with the remainder. The last words look like aduadad ayet. 
But so far as I have noticed the « which precedes wadé- has not 
been taken into account. It is, I believe, a relique of ri. But, 
if it is so, Ti w duarad dye being unpronounceable, some 
other word would seem to be concealed in padéda, possibly 
pw adad’ (Schiitz), “what means he by dragging me to the sea?” 
Or may the strange apudvdaros = dparys, a word used by 
Alcaeus (122 (97) Bergk), lurk under this disguise ? 


950 (918 T.). 
icO. pev tad 75n Torepov éptabev éov. 
Cobet altered this to 
Eovypev dn 1. apetaOar véor, 
which, as Zakas rightly observes, ignores tad’. The accent of 
this word in M which Merkel gives thus 7aé’ points, perhaps, to 
some deeper corruption, for instance év@a8. The rest is con- 
jecture, de? w’ or something similar. The ambiguous apeio@ar, 
which few would venture to pronounce Aeschylean, would thus 
be avoided: atpecOac is sufficiently near to pvc. Perhaps, 
then, 
dei pp evOaS Sn Torepov aipecOat véor. 
956 (924 T.). 
mupywov Babeia pnxavn Kexdnuévnv. 
Tucker says ‘Sa6eia not so much with allusion to the height 
of the ramparts (=inrH) but with pnyavA denotes the 


shrewdness of construction which makes them impregnable, ef. 
Pers. 142 BaOvBounros.’ : 


Surely not. Pa@eia in reference to towers must mean 
depth in an actual and real not in a metaphysical or mental 
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sense. Neither can it mean high. Rather it is ‘deep-recessed,’ 
parts projecting and others receding inwardly, or again it might 
=the cauae turres of the Roman poets, spacious and roomy and 
providing an ample shelter to soldiers on guard at the walls. 


959 (927 T.). 
This v. is strangely corrupt in M. 


> 6 a v > ae , 3g 
€U Uupel V EOTL V EV T xo USN) VQLELY OO{MOLS 
TOAA@Y eT AAV. 


Though the conj. &@ ipiv éotw edtixovs valew Sdpous 
(Weil and Kirchhoff) is seductively near to the ms, I believe 
that the older conj. of Turnebus e¥@vpoy is more likely to be 
right. Od. xiv. 63 ofa te 6 oixiqi dvaF evOupos &axev, Oixov 
Te KAHpOV Te ToAVLYHaTHY Te yuvaixa. Nor is evtdKovs quite 
certain; may not évytvyousn be a corruption of an original éy 
Tvxn, glossed by edrvyds? ‘Cheerful is it to live prosperously 
in houses shared with many others.’ 


994, 5 (962, 3 T.). 


A +] BJ , a # , 
mas & év pwetoix@ yAwooay evtuKov péper 
> cal 
Kaknv, TO T Eimely EvTTETES MUTAYUa TAs. 


evtvcov is no doubt right, well explained by Tucker as for 
evtuyov of M suggesting a weapon that leaps readily from its 
sheath. But I demur to his view of ré 7 eizeiv edaerés 
picayua Tras, ‘it is easy in some way to cast the smirch of a 
reproach,’ following the scholiast rd eiweiv pwucapdv te Kata 
tov Eévwv evyepés otiv. Such a crossing of clauses as this im- 
plies, to 7’ eivrety wpicaypa evtrerés Tras, is surely inconceivable. 
Linwood, it is true, in his Lexicon to Aeschylus suggests a 
rendering which takes somewhat from the harshness of such a 
construction by translating ‘it is easy to call them a nuisance.’ 
On the other hand Weil’s view that $épec extends to ro 7 
e(vety is unnatural and strained. It seems at least a possible 
alternative to translate ‘a word (of censure) is, I know not 
how, a light befoulment,’ ie. a way of throwing dirt which 
gives little distress to the thrower. The bad meaning of eizeiy 
is easily got from the preceding yA@ooay Kaxny. 


3—2 
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1021 (989 T.). 


If wepivaiere is right, compare Callim. Del. 267 Iléoves 
Hrevpot Te Kal al qrepwalete vpcot. But I do not feel sure that 
mepwwarérat nom, plur. of wepivarérys (Il. xxiv. 488) or perhaps 
mept vatérae is impossible. The rhythm of this v, would then 
correspond exactly to rpoyods céBapev buvois—orvbyvov mérer 
TOS GOXov. 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 


TWO NOTES ON SOPHOCLES. 


O. C. 1117, 1118. 
08 éo8 6 cdcas’ Tose yp) KAVELY, TaTEp, 
Kal coi Te Tovpyov Tovmov éctar Bpayi. 


1118 is written as above in the Medicean. This might 
easily be a corruption of 


\ / BA rn a 24 'v , 
Kal got Te TOUpyov TOvTO v@v T éoTat Bpayv. 


The dual yay is quite in accordance with the frequent 
references to both his daughters, now in the dual, now in the 
plural, of Oedipus’ immediately preceding speech 1110—1116, 
obey Tapectocaw—épeicat’, @ Trai, éupivte, Kavaravcatov— 
elra@’.. The meaning of course is, that both Oedipus and his 
daughters would find a pleasure in listening to the account of 
their rescue from the lips of the rescuer himself. 


Antig. 4—6. 

I am not sure that Prof, Jebb’s note in his appendix on 
these vy. quite explains my view. I propose to read ardp for 
arep. 

*O\ \ wi? % \ wi wv 3 ‘ 
ovdey yap ovT adyewvov ovT aTns, aTap 
wo? > \ w_ FS ” ” > ¢ al , 
ovT aicypov ovT atipov EcO’, orrotov ov 
TOV COV Te KAa“OV OUK OTAT eyo KaKOY. 

‘nihil enim neque luctuosum neque calamitatis, sed uero 
neque inhonestum quicquam neque infame est, quod ego non 
in tuis meisque miseriis uiderim.’ 

bd \ y . . . 

atap would thus mark a crescendo or higher point in the 
tragic story of Antigone and Ismene; it contained not only all 
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that was wretched and calamitous, but all that was shameful 
and disgraceful as well. 

For a use of drap somewhat similar I refer to Plat. Phaed. 
60 aArou Twés pe 35n HpovTo, atap Kal Evnvos mpanv. Alcib. 
I. 124 D Aéywo pévTos adANOH, STL Erripereias SedueOa, waddov 
pev mavtes avOpwrot, atap vw ye Kai para opddpa. In each 
of these instances there is a similar contrast of the more 
advanced point to the less. Euenus is singled out as more 
particular in his inquiries than others: Socrates and Alcibiades 
as more in need of diligent instruction than the rest of the 
world. So in the passage of the Antigone, the shame and 
dishonour of the tragedy of Oedipus are regarded as a point 
beyond its mere sorrowfulness ; more intense and, as an appeal, 
more moving. 

atap ends an iambic line similarly marked off by a pause 
from the ‘preceding words, Trach. 54, wés mratot péev Tocoicde 
mAnOQveus, atTap Avdpos kata Enrnow ov méumers Twa; and so 


O. T. 1052. 
ROBINSON ELLIS. 


MEAAQ. 


Homeric Use. The construction of wéAX in Homer is very 
elegant and interesting. méAX\o yiyverOar=TI am like to be 
becoming, pédrw yevecOar =I am like to have become, pédrw 
yevnoecOar =I am like to become in the future, The best 
account of wéAXw will be based on this distinction of its uses. 

(I.) séAXw with present. Root-meaning (a) J am like to be 
now acting in such a way, or I am probably acting. A very 
good instance is K. 326: 60: mov pédXovew apiotor Bovdrds 
Bovrevewv, are probably now taking counsel. Hence (8): I am 
- like to act as a rule in such a way. A. 364, T. 451: 6 wédrreWs 
evyerOat i@y és Sodrov axdvtar, to whom, belike, thou art wont 
to pray. &. 125: ra dé wédrer’ axovépev, ye are like to hear of 
these things, i.e. to hear often of them; compare 6. 94, and 200: 
pérres Sé od Fiduevar, which is practically a present. o. 19: 
drBov 5é Geot pérAXrovow drrakery, is quite wrongly explained by 
Ebeling; it means methinks it is the gods who give wealth. 
Hence (vy) the imperfect of wéAXw with present infinitive has a 
similar force to that of oportebat with present. a. 232: wédrev 
pév Tote Foixos 68 adveids cal auvpov Eupevar, this house was 
like once to be rich, i.e. this house probably was rich. Compare 
o. 138: Kal ydp éyo ror’ Eweddov ev avdpacw 6rB.0¢ evar, for 
I myself also was like once to be rich, must have been rich, where 
é“edXov gives a sort of pathetic turn to the phrase, as if the 
speaker could now hardly believe it, as in the common ei zor’ 
énv ye. This use is correctly derived from the simple pé\XAw 
with present, but in sense it is identical with wéAXw and an 
aorist. In fact it makes no difference whether the past time is 
expressed by yéAAw being put into the imperfect, or by the 
infinitive dependent on it being put into the aorist. 
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I incline to the opinion however that in the latest parts of 
Homer the correct construction of ~éAAw with present was be- 
coming lost. For in K. 454 I find it very hard to believe that 
Aicoec Oar can be a future, and prefer to think it another of 
the innumerable tokens that K is very late in date. An 
equally incorrect use of the present is to be found in the Hymn 
to the Pythian Apollo, 201, which may very likely be as old as 
K. Batrachomyomachia 85 appears to be another instance of 
the same thing. 

In +. 95 elper@ar must be changed to épéecAar: see Leaf on 
WY. 773. But about v. 475 it is very difficult to decide. For 
ovn dp’ uerres eSevac may there mean thou wert not likely to 
be now eating, for now eating them the Cyclops would have 
been but for the paris autduwv of Odysseus; or éduevar may 
possibly be future, which is certainly the tense we should expect, 
in spite of éwevar being so often used as a present—if édouace 
is I shall eat, yevac might conceivably surely be used for a 
future ; or lastly this may be another instance of the later use 
appearing in Homer, which for myself I cannot believe as it is 
in the genuine Odyssey. 

(II.) méAAw with aorist. This use has been very inade- 
quately noticed, not to say utterly ignored, though in Homer it 
is very clear. Root-meaning: I am lke to have acted in such a 
way, or I probably have acted. Owing to the prevalent miscon- 
ception of this construction, I will give a list of all the instances : 
N. 777, II. 46 (2), =. 98, 362, OQ. 46, 6. 181, 377, & 133, y. 322, 
For instance, the passage which drew my attention to it, 
£133: 


a See 4 / U / > > \ 
tov & 75n pédrdXovert KUves Taxées T oiwvol 
piwvov an’ oateddiy Fepvoat, 


dogs and birds have already belike torn. Hence comes the 
meaning J must have, 6. 377: wédAdkw aritécOar, I must have 
offended. Or TI confess I may have, N. 777: épwioas woréuoro 
perro. Or in a gnomic use, >. 362: cal wéev 8 mov tis 
pédre Bpords avdpi rerécoar, a man may have done it before 
now. Compare 2. 46: pédree pév rod tis Kai pidrtepov aAXov 
oregoa, 
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Two passages require special attention. II. 46: 

@s hato ALoaopmevos péya VHTLOS* 7 yap EuEdre 
‘rot avT@ Odvardv te Kkaxdv Kal Kipa ATécOaL. 

If the aorist is right, the meaning is: he was like to have 
been praying for death in what he had just said. If we read 
Nitec au, he was like to be praying. Both give practically the 
same sense. 


>. 96—99 : 

“abtixa yap tov érevta pel “Extopa rétpmos éroipos.” 
Thy Sé péy oxXOnoas tpocédhn Todas wKds "AyirXreds* 
“avtixa teOvainv, éret odK ap’ EueddXov éraipo 
KTeWopmev@ éTrapdvat,” 

“You must die immediately after Hector,” says Thetis. 
Achilles answers: “Then may I die immediately after, since 
otherwise it appears I was destined not to have avenged Patro- 
clus.” The words ov« dp’ Euedrdov refer to the future time 
when Hector shall be already dead, and Patroclus thereby has 
been avenged. Achilles throws his mind forward to this time, 
and is looking back upon the vengeance which he imagines as 
already completed. This is why the aorist is here used; it is 
not for the future as in Attic verse. 

The false construction with this tense came in early: 
Hesiod Theogony 478, ommor dp’ omdoTatnv taidswv uedde 
texéoOat (where 7ueAXre also is an un-Homeric form), Shield 
126, owmor éwedre ToTpHTov.ctovdevtas epoppnaracbar aéOrovs 
(if this is the right reading). 

(III.): wéAAw with future. This being the simplest and 
most familiar use, I shall not linger over it. Root-meaning : 
I am about to do, the future time being denoted not in any way 
by “éAXo, but by the future infinitive. Hence (8) I am think- 
ing of doing, I mean to do, (y) I am destined to do. SveEipevac 
and véeoOax are of course both futures; I have seen the latter 
classed as a present with péd\Ao. 

One passage calls for notice, 6. 274: 


HOes Ereita ad Keioes Kedevoéuevar Sé ao Ewedre 
, " 4 bd / lel , , 
Saipwv, ds Tpwecow €BovreTo Kidos opéEar. 
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Helen came to the wooden horse not because she was going 
to be prompted by a spirit, but because either she had been or 
was then being prompted by one, Consequently either cerXeveé- 
pevat is a mixed aorist like €Qyoerto, a€éuev', or else, which is 
more probable, we should read xeXevéwevar with La Roche’s B 
and Ludwich’s D. For no one who has studied Homeric Mss 
for any time can think anything of their authority on such an 
infinitesimal detail. 

The truth here stated has been groped after before; it has 
been in the very fingers of every one who has written on “éAA@ 
and yet has somehow eluded them. So Schol. A, quoted by 
Ebeling, says on II. 46: uedrev AitecOar. 1% SumAH Ore Kal 
vov TO éwerre capes ovK él ypdvov. od yap Ewerre AuTavev- 
cew GAN édTavevoey (€dLTavevev?). ore S€ avTl TOD é@xeL. 
The ancients then knew perfectly well that wéAA@ had in itself 
nothing to do with time, and yet they never grasped the real 
construction. So Buttmann again rightly argued that the 
sense shews dpyjyevar in y. 322 to be aorist; if this had been 
followed up, how could the reading of V. 773 and p. 412 ever 
have been doubtful? Yet in VW. 773 where Wolf introduced 
the impossible évai€ac@a: from A with other Mss, this reading 
was printed by Hentze (Teubner ed.) in 1885; Bekker, Cobet 
and Leaf rightly reject it. And in p. 413 nearly all Mss give 
yevoao@at, which is read by La Roche and defended by Grashof, 
though an inkling of the truth has prompted nearly all editors 
to give the true yevoeoOar. Had the real aorist construction 
been understood there could have been no doubt of the reading; 
this use alone remained to be clearly stated and this is all that 
I claim as original; that the rest was pretty well understood 
may be seen from Dr Leaf’s note on VY, 773. 

The forms in -ao@at and -eo@ax are perpetually confused in 
the mss of Homer. We have seen two instances above; in 
6. 181 again, where the future is right (the gods were going to 
be jealous of this), several MSS have ayacocac@a. In 4 379 
there is strong authority for dyao@at, which is nonsense. 

Attic Use. These distinctions, as every one knows, were 
obliterated in Attic, the present and future and in verse the 


1 And olgew in Pindar Pyth. iv. 102; ep. olive the imperative. 
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aorist being indifferently used in the future sense. It follows 
from what has been said that the future is (historically) the 
correct use, the other two being wrongly attracted to the same 
meaning. There is no reduplication of future sense in péA\w 
écecOat, because wédXo in itself has properly no connexion 
with one time more than another. 

Platonic Use. After looking at the collection of instances 
given by Schanz in his edition of the Symposium (p. vii.) I am 
compelled to believe that Plato did commit, the éryatov dpdp- 
Tha of using the aorist; it must be put down as one of his 
poeticisms. But a careful study of the passages referred to 
appears to me to reveal a peculiarity in the usage. Take Laws 
713 A: *Ap’ ody wv0@ cpixpa y Ett Tpocypynaréor, ei wédAropev 
€uwmeAs Tas Snrocat TO vov épwrwpevov ; Here we translate 
“if we are to shew,” in fact pérAXopev Snr\dcat = Set SnrOoat 
pretty nearly. The same remark applies to Symposium 184 D, 
Politicus 268 D (there is some mistake about Schanz’s other 
reference to the Politicus), 1 Alcib. 132 D, 133 B, Protagoras 
345 B, Republic 491 B, Laws 811 A, Critias 108 B, Gorgias 
525 A. But I doubt whether it can be made to apply to 
2 Alcib. 141 C, 150 E, Lryzias 396 B, Gorgias 512 E, though, 
as all but the last are from spurious dialogues, this is no matter, 
and in the last we may certainly say that Se? Gidvar exactly suits 
the sense instead of wéAroe Bidvas: it is merely a question 
whether we translate the time which he is going to live or the 
time which he is to live. Viewed the preceding passages, it 
seems better to say that the latter of the two versions is here 
the true one. In £p. 320 D the construction is right from the 
Platonic standpoint, but in Zp. 315 D, 326 C it is downright 
wrong and no excuse can be made for it. That the only two 
clearly wrong uses are from the Epistles is considerable evidence 
that the general rule is a good one. But I have no right yet to 
say that they are the only two, for there remains Protagoras 
312 B to be dealt with. Oic@a ody 6 wédXreus viv mpattew, 7} 
ce NavOaver; hv S eyo. Tod wépe; “Ore wédrrees tHV Woy 
Tv cavTod Tapacyety Ocparedoar avdpi, os dys, cogioTy. 
Here pédAdcrs tapacyeivy means you are going to entrust, and 
therefore the aorist is un-Platonic; I have no hesitation in 
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saying that we ought to read mapeyein which is very near to 
Trapacyein ; look too at the mpatrew just above. If mapeyein 
were by accident written mapcyein, the rest follows as a matter 
of course. But then I am avyp cogiorys, Oeparrevwy a theory; 
however considering the great number of times that Plato uses 
péAA@ with present and future, where the meaning is not like 
that of Sez, I cannot but think there is something in this view. 
So too it is hardly accidental that in so many of the passages 
in question the verb is preceded by e¢, as in Laws 713 quoted 
above. It is just in these hypothetical sentences that we get 
this use of wéAXrw, “tf we are to shew.” I fail to perceive 
any distinction between the present and future in Plato. For 
the rest, I leave the reading of Politicus 301 A and Phaedrus 
247 D to be decided by ofs rpoonnes’. 

Did Aristotle ever use the aorist ?- I have seen no instance 
from him which is not a clear corruption. I take this oppor- 
tunity of observing that I was egregiously mistaken in a note 
in the Classical Review (vol. Vv. p. 185) on the use of wéAX@ in 
Aristotle compared with the ’A@nvaiwy Tlodute/a, to which I 
was misled by what I thought a safe authority. 

Derivation. It is clear that in considering the derivation 
of a word we must look to the use of it in the earliest authors 
in whom it is found. Considering then the Homeric use of 
HéAX@, we may be very sure that the central idea of the word 
is simply J am likely to do, whether in past, present or future ; 
hence flow naturally the other later meanings, to intend, to delay. 
Now though this in itself throws no light on the derivation, it 
ought at least to make us cautious of connecting wéAXw with 
any root meaning I have a mind to do or I intend. How can 
the construction with the aorist possibly be derived from this ? 
It would be equally perverse and preposterous to derive the 
other meanings from the specially Attic sense of I delay. That 
in truth nothing is really known about it may be judged from 


1 If Plato thus certainly used one for him. Thus it is rash to be too 
construction which is not pure Attic, positive that he never used the future 
it is hardly safe to assert that any with dv, though it would be rasher still 
other which the grammarians for in- perhaps to say that he ever did. 
stance deny is necessarily impossible 







! that the tenses of the infinitive are 
re"differentinted i in Homer than they 
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CATULLUS xt, HORACE ODES IT. vi. 


“Septimi Gades aditure mecum,” etc. Was Horace here 
imitating Catullus, as I believe is generally assumed’? He has 
nowhere else done anything of the kind. There is another 
possibility, that both Latin poets were imitating the same 
original, and what that original was may be seen from Horace 
pretty plainly. “Lasso maris et viarum militiaeque”! The 
fat contented little Horace, was he this great traveller and 
warrior and seafarer? He must have laughed as he wrote 
those words of himself; it was not he but Alcaeus who sang and 
suffered “dura navis dura fugae mala dura belli.” It is just 
one of the best instances of Horace’s peculiar humour that 
he should apply all this with mock gravity to his own very 
different character. We know that elsewhere he has literally 
translated Alcaeus, as undév GdX0 hutevons mpoTepov Sévdpeov 
dumérxw, and so here he seems to be following him closely. 
Comparing then the two odes of Catullus and Horace we may 
feel sure that each in his own way has adapted a sapphic ode ~ 
of (probably) Alcaeus to his own purposes. Alcaeus, one 
cannot doubt, expressed a wish very like that of Horace. He 
addressed some friend who would be willing to follow him 
to the ends of that early Greek world, to Massalia perhaps or 
Naucratis, for the west and Africa are the two regions sug- 
gested by Horace; and then went on to say that some much 
nearer place was all required, such as Cos or Mitylene. Horace 


1 Thus. Ellis in his Commentary on’ surely substantially correct, producing 
Catullus rejects Nike’s view of the xo actual objection to it except this 
true character of Catullus’s address to imaginary imitation by Horace. 
Furius and Aurelius, a view which is 
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has adapted this to his own case, keeping pretty close to the 
original to judge from appearances, and especially from that 
“lasso maris,” ete. 

Catullus also here well exhibits his own peculiar qualities. 
Taking his text from the opening of the Alcaean ode, he gives 
vent to irony and sarcasm against Furius and Aurelius and 
against the Triumvirate then in power, talking of going to 
Egypt, Syria or Gaul, “as if he too expected one of the vacant 
posts from one of the regents” (Mommsen, Hist. Rom. iv. 321) ; 
then mingles pathos and humour with the half absurd, half 
bitter message which he finally entrusts to his “comites.” 
Manifestly he has only taken a hint from the Greek and turned 
it to an altogether different purpose. 

Compare especially the end of the first stanza in both 
poets; we may be sure that we have here a direct adaptation 
from the original. 


ARTHUR PLATT. 


PALAEOGRAPHICA III. 


A GROUP OF NINTH-CENTURY GREEK MAND- 
SCRIPTS. 


THIS paper is a contribution to our knowledge of the condi- 
tions under which books were produced during the early middle 
ages. It aims at exhibiting a number of manuscripts, at pre- 
sent dispersed over Europe, and containing no external evidence 
of their origin, as the outcome of one period of culture and one 
place of production. 

Many manuscripts, of both profane and sacred wuthien con- 
tain subscriptions or other indications, which state the place 
and time of their production, and not unfrequently it happens 
that such manuscripts fall into groups, according to the century 
when, and the place where, they were written. But the num- 
ber of these signed and dated Mss., compared to the multitude — 
that have come to us with the bare text of the author, is insig- 
nificant. To bring some order into this mass of books, which 
are to us disconnected, but which in their origin must have in 
many points coincided, is one of the most fruitful directions in 
which technical palaeography may be exercised. 

Hitherto very slight results have been arrived at, in the 
matter of Greek manuscripts. Among Latin and Western hands 
diversities of national writing have long been recognised, and 
even a Greek text written by a Western scribe is easily de- 
tected. But within the province of Greek itself, the influence 
of locality and circumstance upon writing has hardly been dis- 
cerned. The region where there are most data upon which to 
build, is South Italy and Sicily. The Abbé Batiffol, in his 
lately published Abbaye de Rossano, has made a great step 
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towards tracing the type of South-Italian Greek writing. Prof. 
Gardthausen also has tried to establish differences of hand due 
to particular localities (e.g. in Différences provinciales de la 
minuscule grecque, Mélanges Graux, p. 731 sq.). Compare also 
Omont, Revue des Etudes grecques, 1888, p. 336 sq. (on the 
Ms. Paris grec 598 of the year 1050). But the inquiry as yet 
has been carried on over a small field, and there are few 
persons who would care to pronounce upon the place of origin 
of a Ms. from the mere evidence of its hand. 

The question that I am now proposing has a narrower scope 
than the discussions to which I allude, inasmuch as when all 
the agreements and differences between the manuscripts have 
been stated and weighed, there is nothing to lead to any con- 
clusion about the place of origin. All, with regard to locality, 
that can be said is that, wherever these MSs. were written, they 
were written at the same time and in the same place. 

The MSS. in question are nine: 

1. Paris grec 1807. Plato; membr. 14 x 94 in., ff. 344 in 
2 columns, 44 lines. 

2. Paris grec 1962. Max. Tyr. philosophumena, Alcinous 
de Plat. dogmat.; membr. 10 x 64 in., ff. 175, 33 lines, 

3. Heidelberg, University Library, Palatinus 398. Misc. 
prose writers, Xen., Arrian, Plut., Parthenius, Ant. Liberalis, 
Phlegon, &c. ; membr. 10 x 6% in., 33 lines. 

4. Venetus Marc. 196. Olympiodorus in Plat. membr., 
11 x 7 in., ff. 337, 33 lines. 

5. Ven. 226%, Simplicius in Ar. Phys., membr. 10} x 7} in., 
ff. 382, ll. 33. 

6. Ven. 246. Damascius in Parmen., membr. 104 x 7 in., 
ff. 435, ll. 33. 

7. Ven. 258. Alex. Aphrod., scholia ethica, etc., membr. 
74 x Sin,, ff. 324, ll. 28. 

8. Laur. 80.9. Proclus in Plat. rempubl., membr. 104 x 7 in., 
ff. 165, Il. 33. 

s 9. Vat. 2197 (Colonna 36), id., membr. 103 x 7 in., ff. 200, 
«AL 33. 
1 Yen. 236, s. x., which contains Philoponus against Proclus, does not seem 
to belong to this series. 
Journal of Philology. vou. xxt. 4. 
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Similarities between certain of these Mss. have been noticed 
by various schélars. Ven. 246 is the subject of a paper by 
Ch. E. Ruelle in the Mélanges Grauza, Paris, 1884, p. 547 sq., 
where a facsimile of one page is given, with a letter from the 
late Charles Graux, in which he asserts the identity of this MS., 
the Plato grec 1807, and the Palatine 398; on p. 568 it is 
stated that Graux had intended to deal with the relations of 
these Mss. generally. It is another loss that the world has 
sustained in his death. In the same volume, p. 567 sq., Ven. 
258 is treated by Ivo Bruns. Similarities between the Plato 
and the Palatine MS. were noticed by Bast, who uses both Mss. 
largely in his Commentatio Palaeographica (esp. p. 855—861, 
‘miscellaneae observationes de codicibus graecis in universum, 
specialiterque de vetusto cod. Palat. 398’). A roughly executed 
facsimile of a page of Pal. 398 is given by Wattenbach, Schrift- 
tafeln zur Geschichte der griech. Schrift, pl.1. The two Mss. 
Laur. 80. 9 and Vat. 2197 are described and their identity 
asserted, by the late Cardinal Pitra, in his Analecta sacra et 
classica, 1888 praef. p. xv sq., with a facsimile of Vat. 2197. 

These books agree in their age, which may be set down as 
the end of the 1xth or the beginning of the xth century, and in 
certain other well-defined palaeographical qualities. 

I. External arrangement or composition. 

The books, with the exception of the Plato, which is by far 
the finest and most important of the series, and of Ven. 258, 
are of the same size, a quarto of about eleven by eight inches, 
before they were trimmed. They are all arranged in gathers 
of four sheets, ruled upon the tan-side, and signed (where the 
signature is preserved) in semi-uncial letters at the top outside 
corner of the first page. The number of lines upon each page 
varies with the size of the book, from 44 in the Plato to 28 in 
Ven. 258, the normal number is 33. The writing is usually 
below the line, but in Ven. 226 stands upon it. 

The Mss. possess also a marked peculiarity, which at once 
catches the attention—that of being furnished with signs, eriti- 
cal, explanatory or illustrative. These are the obelus, plain 
and dotted diple, plain and dotted asterisk, coronis. The signi- 
fication of these signs is discussed by Pitra lc. They are not 
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critical in the sense of the Aristarchean signs, but correspond 
to the inverted. commas and other mechanical expedients of 
printing. Cf also Bast upon these usages in Par. 1807 and 
Pal. 398, 1. c. p. 860. 

These signs, though far from in common use, at least on as 
large a scale as in these manuscripts, still are found elsewhere, 
Another sign seems peculiar to this group. The nine Mss, have 
the common characteristic of being accurately written, and 
among the signs of this care are the lacunas that occur here and 
there in the text. Sometimes they are left blank, more often 
the space is filled up by a row of ordinary obeli, obeli dotted, or 
a curious sort of double obelus, dotted (—, +, 42). These signs 
occur both in the text and in the scholia. Bast, 1. c. p. 853, 
notices them in Pal. 398, Pitra finds them in the Vatican and 
Laurentian mss. The latter observes that they are found with- 
out any trace of erasure. This is not invariably true even in 
Vat. 2197, often the vellum in the place where the sign stands 
exhibits a broken surface. No doubt in the one case the scribe 
saw that what he had written was wrong, erased it, and filled 
the gap with marks, to warn any reader from filling it with a 
makeshift ; in the other, he found a lacuna in his archetype, or 
a corruption that he would not take the risk of reproducing. 

Slighter signs of the care expended in the production of 
these Mss. are the uniformity and regularity of the accents and 
breathings, which are seldom wanting. In some cases, from a 
difference of tint in the ink one may infer that they have been 
added after the page was copied out. Again, iota in. Mss. of 
this age is naturally adscribed ; but where it has been left out, 
the scribe adds it above. This mark of care and revision gives, 
by its frequency, almost a character to the book’. 

If. Character of the Writing. 

The writing of all nine books is strongly marked. It is an 
upright, careful minuscule, somewhat set back, inclining more 
or less to the left, the letters handsome and carefully formed. 


1 The category of iota superscriptum, apprehension. Such iotas, where they 
which Gardthausen (Gr. Pal. pp. 193, occur, are probably always cases of 
203), following Schanz, seems to wish omission, and are added, like any 
to establish, is based upon a mere mis- other omitted letter, above the line. 


4—2 
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The most distinctive mark is that in the formation of nearly 
every letter, the pen dwells upon the beginning and end of a 
stroke, and tends to make a spot or notch at these points. 
This is a feature that in different degrees runs through the 
whole group, in the minuscule of the text and the semi-uncial 
of the margin. It adds an air of formality to the letters, and 
gives an impression of deliberate writing. 

The semi-uncial of the headings and margins is equally 
characteristic. The letters are low, squat, and massive. They 
lie along the line, spread out. Lambda is so flattened, and the 
downstrokes are connected by so long a bar, that it resembles 
a. It should be said that there are several hands, two or three 
at least, concerned in the writing of the scholia in these books. 
The description I give applies to one only of them, namely to 
that of the Plato, a hand that occurs in several other of the 
MSS., e.g. in Ven. 226. In most mss. the scholia (semi-uncial) 
are written by the hand of the text. 

Another characteristic point is the shape of the accents and 
breathings. Breathings are not so much square as notched; 
they seem to be made in one stroke. Both breathings and 
accents lie flat or nearly so upon the words in the text, and 
present to the eye a curious effect of a flight of arrows or bolts. 
The circumflex is obtuse-angled, as if made of two strokes 
instead of in the usual circle-fashion. 

The type of writing, considered in itself, is a fine one. The 
hand of the Plato and its cognates is as handsome minuscule as 
has come down to us. At the same time the careful embellish- 
ment of the letters may suggest too clearly conscious effort, 
and taken together with the rather grotesque marginalia, de- 
tracts, perhaps, from the simplicity that is the property of the 
finest minuscule. 

III. The nine mss, agree further in possessing some pecu- 
liarities of abbreviation. The symbol \ for az, which is rare 
in ordinary Mss., and particularly in Mss. so slightly contracted 
as these, was quoted by Bast, 1. c. p. 755, from Paris 1807. I 
have not found it in Pal. 398, Vat. 2197 or Ven. 196, but it 
occurs in Par. 1962 (f. 170 v. rponyovpevar), Ven, 226 (f. 44 v. 
éripavopevar), Ven. 246 (f. 109 v. azropiar), Ven. 258 (f. 118 vr. — 
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apvopai), Laur. 80. 9 (f. 149 v. xwovpevat). Other peculiarities 
are the early use of » for acs, the angular form of elvau, of dpa 
and rapa, and a characteristic form of ws. (Instances of some 
of these signs are given in ‘Notes on Greek Abbreviations’ 
8. VV.) 

These considerations, the agreement in size, external arrange- 
ment, character of hand, and system of abbreviation, lead me to 
regard the nine Mss, as having been written in the same place, 
under the same circumstances, and at the same time. The 
question then arises, do these coincidences amount to identity ? 
are these similarities the mark of the work of a single man ? 
I am well aware of the difficulty that inheres in any question of 
identity or difference as between two pieces of writing, and of 
the great caution that is needful in trusting even well-pondered 
impressions. In the present case, however, the writing is 
clearly defined and palpable, and the agreements between the 
MSS. are so many, that the differences are the more unmistake- 
ably appreciated. 

I accept Graux’ identification of she hands of Par. 1807, 
Pal. 398 and Ven. 246, and add to them Par. 1962. These 
four are the work of the same scribe. 

Pitra has maintained that Laur. 80. 9 and Vat. 2197 are 
fragments of one and the same book, basing his conclusion upon 
the evidence of the quires: and in this I agree. The hand 
however is not that of the Paris Plato. It is like it, more so 
than the hands of any of the other manuscripts, but it is not 
the same. It, while calligraphic, is more inclined to the left, 
there is less difference between the up and down strokes, and 
the figure described by the letters is more quadrilateral. Far 
more is this hand distinct from those of the remaining Mss. 

The hand of Ven. 196 is strongly sloped to the left, marked- 
ly angular, notched, and uncalligraphic. It is the least hand- 
some of all the handwritings that we are considering. Ven. 226 
is written in a regular calligraphic hand, the letters are per- 
fectly vertical, and their shape is round: they are rather smaller 
than those of Ven. 196, and noticeably smaller than those of 
the Paris Plato, This hand approaches nearest to the character 
of ordinary minuscule. 
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Ven. 258 was thought by Graux (Bruns, |. c. p. 568) to bear 
a great resemblance to Par. 1807, but to be slightly more 
recent, In spite of so great authority, I must say that I 
attach little weight to the occurrence of uncial forms in a MS. 
as a criterion of its age, and I see no reason to post-date Ven. 
258. On the other hand the writing is a great deal smaller 
and more fluent than that of any other of the mss., the abbre- 
viations are much more numerous'—obvious differences that 
are sufficient to distinguish the Ms. as the work of a separate 
scribe. 

Accordingly I arrange the nine Mss. as the work of five 
scribes : 

1. Paris 1807 and 1962, Pal. 398, Ven. 246. 

- Vat. 2197, Laur. 80. 9. 
Ven. 196. 
Ven. 226. 

. Ven. 258. 

It will be noticed how preponderating a share the scribe of 
the Paris Plato takes in the production of these Mss. When 
we further consider that he writes marginal scholia to Ven. 
196 and 226, we may be inclined to see in him the directing 
scribe, perhaps the elder, in the scriptorium. If this were so, 
it would further explain the slightly older character of the hand 
of the Plato and its brethren compared to that of the other 
five. 

To this extent inferences are justified from the evidence of 
the manuscripts themselves; no other evidence exists. We 
see that nine MSS., at present dispersed over Europe, were 
written about the end of the 1xth century by five persons, 
whose similarity of method and hand warrants us in imagining 
them to have worked under the same influences and tradition. 
They were evidently professional: from circumstances that we 
do not know they produced copies of prose writers, and, in all 
but one instance, of philosophical writers. They are a witness 
to the fact that at their epoch there was a public eager for 


oP oe bo 


1 Beside the syllables mentioned on remarkable as having the later form of 
p. 53, it has signs for dé, ésrra, the symbols for w and ts. 
jws, and the syllable ap; and is also 
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such studies. They suggest a comparison with a contemporary 
series of ancient prose authors, Plato, Aristotle, Lucian, Euclid, 
Clement of Alexandria, written by different scribes, but the 
property of one man, Arethas of Patrae, afterwards Bishop of 
Caesarea. But while the writers of these Mss. have provided 
for the survival of their names and countries, the five writers 
whose productions we have considered, are known to us only by 
the fact of their work and the manner in which they per- 
formed it. 


T. W. ALLEN. 


IMPERIUM CONSULARE AND PROCONSULARE, 


In Vol. xvi. No. 33 (pp. 27—52) there appeared an admira- 
ble article by Prof. Pelham on “Some disputed points connected 
with the ‘Imperium’ of Augustus and his successors,” in which 
a view is adopted with regard to the ‘proconsulare imperium’ 
held by Augustus which I think is entirely new, and which dif- 
fers both from Mommsen and also from Herzog. I had hoped 
indeed that the latter, in his ‘System der Verfassung der Kai- 
serzeit, would have noticed this new theory, and either accepted 
it or given some sufficient reason for retaining Mommsen’s view. 
He has not however done so, and I think we must infer that he 
has not seen the article in question, for the case seems to be 
put and supported there with so much consistency and cogency, 
that even if it came from an authority much less deserving of 
attention than Prof. Pelham it would have demanded some 
recognition. . 

For my own part I was at first convinced that the new view 
was correct, and it is only since I have gone into the question 
more carefully in connexion with Herzog’s new volume, that I 
have found some stumbling-blocks in it, which make me think 
that Prof. Pelham has strained rather too far the continuity 
between the constitutional theory of the republic and the prac- 
tical usage of the empire. The point in question is this, The 
ordinary view, at any rate since the publication of Mommsen’s 
Staatsrecht (see especially ii. p, 834, n. 3), is that in the beginning 
of 27 B.c. when Augustus, as he himself says (Mon. Anc. Lat. 
6, 13), ‘transferred the republic from his own power to the 
disposal of the senate and people,’ he received back for a period 
of 10 years the ‘proconsulare imperium,’ ie. the command of 
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the army throughout the empire, the direct control over the 
so-called imperial provinces, and probably certain rights over the 
senatorial provinces in financial matters and in connexion with 
any troops quartered there: that for purposes of domestic 
government he intended annually to assume the consulship, 
which not only invested him with the prestige of the chief 
magistracy, but gave him certain definite rights, such as that of 
convoking and prior reference in the senate, etc., while he em- 
_ ployed the ‘tribunicia potestas,’ as Tacitus says, ad tuendam 
plebem, and no doubt for certain subordinate purposes of 
domestic administration. In 23 B.c., however, for reasons about 
which there is practically no dispute, he laid down the consul- 
ship, while retaining the proconsulare imperium, the termina- 
tion of which would only arrive at the end of 18 B.c., while in 
order to replace the loss of power caused by the resignation of 
the consulship (a) he gave greater prominence and importance 
_ to the tribunicia potestas, which now became ‘summi fastigii 
vocabulum, and (b) received from the senate certain special 
privileges, such as the consular right of prior reference and 
that of convoking the senate at pleasure (Dio Cass, 53, 32), 
while (c) in 19 B.c. he received the consular fasces and insignia 
according to Mommsen’s interpretation of a passage of Dio (54, 
10), and on two separate occasions in 8 B.c. and 13 A.D. he 
received a special grant of the consulare imperium for the 
purpose of taking the census (Mon. Ancyr. L. 2, 5 and 8; 
Mommas. Staatsr. ii. p. 836). To this view with its distinction 
between the consulare and the proconsulare imperium Prof. 
Pelham objects that it breaks the continuity with republican 
usage, according to which the proconsular imperium was merely 
the consular imperium held by a man who was not consul, but 
was acting pro consule: that the notion that the consular 
authority had by the end of the republic become in law as well 
as in fact an urban, domestic and civil authority is a mistaken 
one: that the actual provincia of the consuls indeed was usually 
confined to Rome, but constitutionally it might still be extended 
to any part of the empire, and so take the form of the old 
imperium infinitum (Momms. Staatsr. i. p. 52, n. 7), in which 
case they would possess the majus imperium over all provincial 
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proconsuls; that in point of fact Augustus revived this theory 
and put it into practice, and from 27—23 B.c. governed the 
imperial provinces, not by any proconsulare imperium, but as 
consul, with more than half the empire for his province, while 
in the case of the senatorial provinces also he had the consular 
majus imperiwm over the senatorial proconsuls, When in 
23 B.C. he laid down the consulship, he retained the consulare 
umpertum, and as he retained it pro consule, it was usually 
called ‘ proconsulare imperium,’ but it was really only the con- 
sular imperium held by one who was not consul, and by a 
special exemption he was allowed to hold this consular impe- 
rium within the city (Dio Cass. 53, 32), and hence, without any 
special grant, he could say ‘consulari cum imperio lustrum 
solus egi,’ ie. the consular imperium by which he took the 
census was the same as the so-called proconsular imperium by 
which he governed the provinces (p. 29): that in fine he had 
one imperium only, and that in strict continuity with republican 
theory was the ‘consulare imperium.’ But by laying down the 
consulship, Augustus had lost certain privileges which were 
attached to it and also its external prestige: accordingly the 
special privileges alluded to above were granted to him in com- 
pensation and also the consular insignia and fasces. But it 
was not only in Rome, Prof. Pelham points out, but in the 
provinces also that the loss of the consulship involved loss of 
power. As consul he had the majus imperium over the pro- 
consuls of the senatorial provinces: but as holder pro consule 
of the consulare imperium, though he was still supreme over 
the legates of his own provinces, he possessed only an aequum 
imperium with the other proconsuls, just as Pompeius did as 
the result of the Gabinian law (Vell. Patere. ii. 31), and it was 
to reinstate him in his former position in regard to these pro- 
vinces, that another special privilege mentioned by Dio Cassius 
(J. c.) was given to him by the senate év 7@ bwnKdw To mretov 
Tov éxacTayohs apyovtwr icyvew. 

No doubt, as I have said, there is something tempting about 
the consistency of this theory, and its apparent continuity with 
republican institutions: but I think it should be observed that 
it is really a continuity only with the prae-Sullan republic. 
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After the time of Sulla the consular imperium was with the 
fewest exceptions (as e.g. Liv. ep. 93 and 94: Dio Cass, 35, 2) 
an imperium domi. Prof. Pelham is probably right in doubting 
the existence of any law to which this change can be ascribed, 
but the Roman constitutional system was full of possible re- 
vivals, which however as a matter of fact never interfered with 
what had grown up by the force of constant usage, and as a 
matter of usage and custom, the consulship had certainly lost 
its connexion with the imperium militiae in the provinces. 
Nor is it entirely correct to say absolutely without qualification 
as to period or usage that the proconsular imperium was only 
the consular imperium held by a person who was not consul, 
but acting pro consule. No doubt in republican times the con- 
sulare imperium was often prorogued to a consul after his office 
was over to enable him to finish a war (Liv. 8, 23, 12, etc.), and 
no doubt it was also conferred by delegation on some of the 
provincial praetores, especially in Spain and Asia (Momms, 
Staatsr, ii. p. 628 foll.: conf. ii, 234, n. 1), who therefore com- 
monly took the title of proconsules: and sometimes in excep- 
tional circumstances on privati, as on Pompeius for the Sertorian 
war (Liv. ep. 91), and again against the pirates by the Gabi- 
nian law. But even from the first there was a certain distinc- 
tion between this prorogued or delegated consulare imperium, 
which was only and essentially an imperium militiae, and the 
full imperium held by the acting consul, which was potentially 
both domi and militiae. In the course of time this distinction 
grew more strongly marked (1) by the custom of confining the 
consuls to urban duties, (2) by the interval of five years, which 
by a senatus consultum of 701 (Dio Cass. 40, 46) and the lex 
Pompeia of the following year (id. 40, 56, conf. 53, 14 and Suet. 
Aug. 36), was made necessary between the consulship and a 
provincial command. The real effect of these two changes was 
not only to alter the constitutional character of the consulship, 
but to abolish the promagisterial character of the proconsulship, 
to make it in fact a distinct magistracy, with distinct duties, 
always provincial, of its own, a definite mode of appointment 
and a fixed duration. So Mommsen (Staatsr. ii. p. 233) says, 
“Diese Bezeichnungen dienen jetzt nicht mehr, wie in der 
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Republik, zur Unterscheidung der ordentlichen Magistratur 
von der prorogirten, mandirten oder ausserordentlichen, sondern 
zur Unterscheidung des Provinzialamts von den stidtischen 
Oberiamtern.” The fact that a constitutional purist like Cicero 
can still say ‘omnes enim in consulis jure et imperio debent 
esse provinciae” (Phil, iv. 9: conf. also ad Att. viii. 15) is, I 
think, of small importance in the face of established and practic- 
ally unbroken usage, and indeed Cicero himself in accordance 
with this usage is ready enough to reproach Antonius as Tv 
Tom év TO THS UTaTeias ypovm éxduTr@v (Dio Cass. 45, 20). 
On the other hand the original theory of delegated consular 
authority for the proconsuls still remains visible in the phrase 
‘consulare imperium, which, as both Mommsen (Staatsr. ii. 
p. 628, n. 1) and Pelham point out, is attributed to them by 
republican writers, proconsulare imperium not being used, so far 
as I know, by any writer earlier than Livy. 
Under the principate both these tendencies have, it seems 
to me, become absolute rules. The consulship is strictly an 
‘urban, domestic and civil’ office (Dio Cass. 53, 14, wera 70 év 
Th wore apéav). I don’t think there is a single instance of a 
consul, as such, governing a province or commanding an army, 
and the fact that we do find instances, and Dio Cassius (53, 14) 
implies that they were not infrequent, of consuls holding a 
provincial government during their year of office (Henz, 6483; 
C. I. L. ii, 1171 and 1177, see Momms, Staatsr. i. p. 497), really 
proves the rule conclusively, because they govern the provinces, 
not as consuls, but as legati pr. pr. or as proconsuls, the consul- 
ship and the provincial government being held simultaneously 
but independently of one another. To this we may add the 
significant fact that wherever consulare imperiwm occurs in 
imperial times it is used in connexion with urban matters, as 
e.g. in the Mon, Ancyr. loc. cit. in regard to the census, Dio 
Cass. 60, 23 with reference to triumphal games, while Tacitus 
(Hist. iv. 3) says that the consulare imperium was given to 
Domitian, together with the praetura urbana, clearly with the 
purpose of fulfilling the urban duties of the consuls, Vespasian 
and Titus, who were both absent from Rome, and certainly not 
with the idea of giving him any command over the provinces 
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or the troops, since we know that the secondary proconsulare 
imperium could not be held within the city (Tac. Ann. i. 14, 
xii. 41, etc.). The only exception to this use of ‘consulare 
imperium’ (it is noticed by Prof. Pelham) is the case of Pliny, 
who was sent out to Bithynia as legatus pro praetore...consu- 
lari potestate. This is no doubt a difficulty, but it is probably 
to be met, as Mommsen meets it, by the suggestion that the 
consular power involved an augmentation of insignia only, but 
not an augmentation of competence. On the other hand the 
proconsulship had no less clearly changed its original character. 
At first and strictly only those provincial governors were pro 
consule who had a military province with armies to command 
(comp. the case of Spain, and see Mommas. Staatsr. ii. p. 638). 
Now on the contrary the proconsuls are those provincial gover- 
nors who have no military authority whatever, and therefore 
the attribution to them of consular imperium seems altogether 
inapplicable, and in point of fact I believe that it ceases and is 
replaced by the phrase ‘proconsulare imperium.’ Thus Vale- 
rius Maximus, clearly from the usage of his own time, uses the 
phrase even in connexion with: republican proconsuls, e.g. T. 
Aufidius (6, 9, 7) and P. Dolabella (8, 1 amb. 2), though Cicero 
would certainly have said ‘ consulari imperio ’ (see pro Flace. 34, 
85; de prov. cons. 7, 15, etc.), while the same phrase is used 
equally incorrectly in Liv. ep. 91 of Pompey’s Sertorian com- 
mand. So that under the principate I think we are justified 
in saying that the consulare imperium was purely domi, and 
the proconsulare imperium was purely militiae, that they were 
not one and the same and that they did not overlap. 

Speaking generally, then, I think we must admit that 
under the empire the proconsulare imperium was not merely 
the consulare imperium held by one who was not consul, Is 
there any reason to think that the case was different with the 
emperors themselves that Augustus ever governed the provinces 
and the army as consul, or that his so-called proconsular im- 
perium, by being allowed to be retained within the city, ever 
amounted to the consulare imperium domi ? 

(1) Did Augustus govern the provinces from 27—23 B.c, as 
consul? Strong negative evidence seems to be furnished by the 
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purely urban character of the consulship at other periods under 
the empire, nor surely will Prof. Pelham maintain that em- 
perors like Vespasian and Domitian, who frequently assumed 
the consulship, during the years of their consulships governed 
the provinces as consuls and in other years by their ‘imperium 
proconsulare.’ But to be consistent he must maintain this. 
For he says (p. 35) ‘this consular imperium (meaning over the 
- provinces) he wielded from 27—23 as consul, jast as Pompey 
had wielded his in 52.’ But Pompey had had the proconsular 
command in Spain granted to him in 54, and granted for five 
years, and as he was allowed to exercise this entirely by his 
legates, he himself remained at Rome, and thus was able to 
hold the consulship in 52, thus combining the imperium mi- 
litiae which he held pro consule, with the imperiwm domi 
which he held as consul, but certainly not, or at least what 
evidence is there for the assertion? wielding his power (over 
the provinces) as consul. (Mommas. Staatsr. i. p. 498, ii. p. 233 
n. 4.) But in the case of Augustus, I think there are positive 
arguments against Prof. Pelham’s view. As consul, he must of 
course have been annually elected, have received his imperium 
for one year at a time, and his province, ie. on Prof. Pelham’s 
supposition the so-called imperial provinces assigned to him 
for the same time, and then re-assigned, whereas Dio Cassius 
(53, 13) says plainly enough, and Prof. Pelham accepts his 
statement, that the power by which Augustus commanded the 
provinces and the army was granted for 10 years. If this 
statement is correct, it seems certain that Augustus did not 
govern the provinces and army as consul, for no one will assert 
that the consulship was granted for 10 years. The consul- 
ships of Augustus therefore were no’exception to the rule now 
prevalent about that office: they conferred an imperium used 
only for urban purposes, as e.g. the census (Mon. Ancyr. Lat. 
8, 2), while the government of provinces and army was 
contained in the imperium proconsulare, which .Dio Cassius 
calls by that name under 23 B.c. (53, 32), which is always 
so called in connexion with the destined successor, and 
which could never have been applied to the government of 
the city. 
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Moreover, if Professor Pelham’s view has an attractive ap- 
pearance of consistency in one direction, I think it is open to 
a charge of inconsistency in another. If, when Augustus ceased 
to be consul in 23 B.c., he was allowed not only to retain the 
consular imperium, but to retain it in the city, so that by its 
means he could e.g. take the census, it seems hard to under- 
stand what he really lost by giving up the consulship, or why 
it was necessary to confer on him either the special privileges 
of 23 B.c. which were to make up for the loss of the consul- 
ship, but would surely be contained in the consular imperium, 
or the consular insignia and fasces in 19 B.C., which again would 
certainly have been involved in the same imperium. 

It seems, however, to me that when the senate allowed 
Augustus tiv apyny tiv avOUrarov...éyew Bote pnte ev TH 
€c0d@ Tod Tapunpiov KataTibecOar avTiy, wnt adOis avave- 
oveGa, it did not give him in any sense the consulare impe- 
rium domi, but simply allowed him to exercise his proconsular 
_ government of the provinces and army from the city, just as 
Pompeius had done during his five years’ government of Spain, 
Le. it affected not the range over which his imperium could be 
extended, but the locality from which it could be exercised. 
There was, therefore, no question of governing Rome by pro- 
consular authority, which Prof. Pelham says was not yet pos- 
sible, though I do not see how he reconciles with this state- 
ment the assertion of p. 24 that the consular imperium, in 
virtue of which Augustus held the census, was in fact no 
other than that by which he ruled the provinces and the 
legions, the so-called imperium proconsulare. Dio Cassius 
does indeed state (55, 13) that he did on one occasion take 
the census by the proconsulare imperium, but that is a state- 
ment which has hitherto been regarded as erroneous and indeed 
impossible (Momm. res gest. div. Aug. p. 37). Does not in fact 
Prof. Pelham, in saying that Rome could not be governed by 
proconsular authority, use the word in a somewhat ambiguous 
sense? If proconsular authority is merely consular authority 
held by a man who is not consul, and yet is allowed to hold 
it in Rome, there seems no reason why Rome should not be 
governed by it, as presumably it was to be by Domitian during 
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the absence of his father and brother (Tac. Hist. iv. 3), and it 
is only in the other sense of proconsular, i.e. as relating to the 
provinces,—a meaning which Prof. Pelham apparently rejects, 
—that his statement is correct. Then with regard to the 
census taken by Augustus in 8 B.C. and 13 A.D., and which 
Prof. Pelham thinks did not require any special grant of the 
consulare imperium. The words of Augustus himself are (Mon. 
Ancyr. Lat. 8, 5 and 8): “iterum consulari cum imperio lustrum 
solus feci,” and “tertium consulari cum imperio lustrum con- 
lega Tiberio Caesare filio feci,’ the Greek being imatixg éé- 
ovcig. Apart from any special theory, I think the natural 
impression conveyed by the language is that the imperium 
was specially conferred for the occasion. The phrase ‘cum 
imperio’ (Prof. Pelham, in quoting the passage, omits the 
preposition) favours this view, and when Augustus says (Grk. 
6, 21) that he carried out certain measures by the tribunicia 
potestas—a power certainly held permanently and not specially 
granted, he uses the phrase not Syuapyixn éEovoia but rhs 
Snpapyiens éEovoias ov (unfortunately the Latin is lost). So 
I imagine, if he had had the consulare imperium permanently, 
he would have said ty daticny é€ovciav éywv. It may 
perhaps deserve notice in this connexion that Dio Cassius (55, 
13), under the year 4 B.C., says avOUmatov é€ouvciay mpos Te 
TO Tédos TOV aToypadav Kal Tpds THY TOD KaBapaiov Toinow 
mpooébero. No doubt the statement is erroneous, both as 
regards date and as to the proconsular power (see above), but 
Dio must almost certainly have had some authority for saying 
that a special imperium was conferred for census purposes, and 
therefore the statement to a certain extent strengthens the 
inference from the monument. There is, however, another 
passage of Dio Cassius (60, 23) which, I think, absolutely 
proves that the princeps did not hold the consular imperium 
permanently within the city in the way which Prof. Pelham 
assumes, for we learn that Claudius was only able to celebrate 
some triumphal games (a function belonging to the consuls, 
Momms. Staatsr. ii. p. 129, n. 4) iwdrov twa éEovciay AaBor, 
and evidently, if he had had the consulare imperium in a 
sense enabling him to take the census, he would also by the 
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same means have been able to celebrate the former without a 
special grant. — 

Lastly, the privilege mentioned by Dio Cassius—év 76 
tUmnkow TO Treiovy Tdv éExactaxohs apyovTaY icyvew—admits 
of another explanation than that given by Prof. Pelham. It 
seems to me that what was given to Augustus in 27 B.C. was 
the proconsular imperium over the so-called imperial provinces 
(Dio Cass. 53. 12) and the command of the army wherever it 
was, the senatorial provinces and their proconsuls being left 
independent, except so far as military and perhaps some 
financial matters were concerned. During the interval between 
27—23 Augustus was employed in organising the imperial 
provinces in Gaul and Spain, and he may very likely have 
convinced himself that similar organisation was necessary in 
the senatorial provinces as well. This would be a sufficient 
reason for having the majus imperium in those provinces 
definitely secured to him, and in fact we find him in the next 
years making use of the power so given in his progress through 
the Oriental provinces. On the whole, therefore, in spite of 
the somewhat tempting symmetry of Professor Pelham’s view, 
I think that this privilege was an ‘extension of his authority,’ 
and not merely a restoration of what he lost when he ceased to 
be consul. 


E. G. HARDY. 


Journal of Philology. vot. XxX1, dD 


A PROPERTIAN USE OF JVWYVS. 


IN a comment on the reading of Propertius m 16 12 
Professor Vahlen? cites a number of passages in which wnus and 
some other words of allied signification are used in a some- 
what peculiar way. These passages he interprets by what may 
be called an illogical transference of the adjective. Thus in the 
place cited, reading ‘semper amatorum ponderat wna sinus, he 
regards wna as conveying the sense which would more properly 
have been conveyed by unos. Sheer necessity alone would 
justify our following the eminent Latinist on such a perilous 
path; and that there is not this necessity, it is the object of this © 
paper to show. . 


Prof. Vahlen quotes for unus 


Prop. 11 20 27 
cum te tam multi peterent, tu me una petisti: 
possum ego naturae non meminisse tuae ? 
id. 1v 9 59, 60 | 
di tibi dent alios fontes: haec lympha puellis 
auia secreti limitis una fluit. 
Ov. Met. xmt 751 


Acis erat, Fauno nymphaque Symaethide cretus, 
magna quidem patrisque sui matrisque uoluptas, 
nostra tamen maior: nam me sibi iunxerat uni. 


1 Monatsberichte der kénigl. preussisch. Akad. der Wissenschaft. zu Berlin, 
1881, pp. 342 sqq. 
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Hor, Ep, 1 2 157 


at si diuitiae prudentem reddere possent 
si cupidum timidumque minus te, nempe ruberes, 
uiueret in terris te si quis auarior uno, 


In the first of these passages to take me una for me unum 
is to destroy the point of the contrast, whose subject is the 
kindness of Cynthia, not the good fortune of Propertius. In 
the second passage wnis would be intelligible; but the sense 
* Other springs for you, this one for maidens’ is a more appro- 
priate one. In the third I discern no improvement on the 
ordinary interpretations, e.g. on Magnus’ “denn er allein hatte 
es verstanden, meine Liebe zu gewinnen” or Simmons’ “ wnt, to 
the exclusion of all others.” We should perhaps express the 
same idea by ‘wholly.’ In the fourth the pre-supposed si quis 
unus for ‘if even one man’ seems to me at least doubtful 
Latinity. 

Professor Vahlen sees a similar peculiarity in solus (for 
solis) Ov. A. A. 1.131 . 


Romule, militibus scisti dare commoda solus, 
haec mihi si dederis commoda, miles ero, 


and in ipse (for ipso) Ov. Her. 4, 166 (Phaedra addressing Hip- 
polytus) 
flecte feros animos: potuit corrumpere taurum 
mater; eris tauro saeuior ipse truci ? 


I quote these because they show a certain similarity of 
emphasis to the use of wnus we are considering; but it is a 
similarity, so to say, of place and not of form. ipse emphasizes 
the person, ‘you, as opposed to your mother’; solus excludes 
with emphasis, ‘ you and no one else possessed the seeret.’ wnus 
would distinguish with emphasis ‘ you pre-eminently,’ ‘ you be- 
fore the rest,’ unus ante alios. The key to the distinetion lies 
in the numerical reference which unus always imports. ‘uir 
unus totius Graeciae doctissimus’ is the one man who stands 
apart as the most accomplished in all Greece. There is the 
same singling out of one individual in contrast to a number in 
the less common use with the comparative, whether the wnus be in 
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construction with the comparative as Cat. 10. 17 ‘unum ut me 
facerem beatiorem’ ‘the one favoured individual’ or in con- 
struction after it as Cat. 107. 7 ‘quis me uno uiuit felicior?’ 
‘than my specially favoured self’ Cic. fam. 7. 16. 3 hominem 
te uno Samarobrivae iuris peritiorem esse and Hor. Lc. 

Propertius more suo has developed this nuance of wnus into. 
what is almost a mannerism : 

1 5 12 illa feros animis alligat una uiros ‘is singularly sue- 
cessful in.’ | 

11 3 29 gloria Romanis una es tu nata puellis ‘the Phoenix 
of Roman women,’ 7 

mr 13 15 felix Eois lex funeris wna maritis ‘specially 
favourable.’ 

In 11 22 45 

hic unus dolor est ex omnibus acer amanti 


the sense is the same as that of the prose expression ‘unus 
omnium acerrimus.’ 

As the passages are already quoted, it is perhaps hardly 
necessary to add that wna in If 20 27 and Iv 9 60 brings out 
the ‘singularity’ in which Cynthia stands with regard to her 
admirers and the reserved spring with regard to other springs’, 
as nothing else could. In 11 16 12 wna (as Palmer also reads) 
is just defensible; but c/a the reading of DV gives a more 
appropriate emphasis. 


J. P. POSTGATE. 


1 This point is destroyed by the him Ribbeck) which besides introduces 
change to unda (Housman and since an inelegant apposition to lympha. 


THE FOUR GOSPELS AND THE FOUR ELEMENTS. 


In the Journal of Philology, vol. xvut. p. 316, I suggested 
that Hermas in the Shepherd alludes figuratively to the Four 
Gospels, as the four supports of the Church, and as correspond- 
ing to the four orovyeia Tod Kocpov. I supposed him to do 
this chiefly in two places, in the former of which (Vis. iii. 13) 
he describes the Church as seated on a bench, and adds, 

Kal Ott éml cuprpedrXiov eldes KaOnuévny, iaxupa 1) Oéors* 
67 Técoapas Todas Eyer TO cUpérAXOV Kal ioyupds ExTynKEV’ 
Kal yap 6 Kocpos Sia Tecodpwv oToryeiwy KpaTteirat. 

This hypothesis is in a measure confirmed by Origen Jn 
Joan. (Migne P. G. 14. 29), 

"Eyo 8 oivat bt nai, trecodpov dvtav tév Evayyedior, 
oiovel oTovxeiwy Tis wictews THs “Exxdnoias, €€ dv ctovxelwv 
6 Tas cuvéaTynKe KOapos, év XpicTS Katadrayels TH Oew, Kaba 
gncw Oo Iladdos: Oeds jv év XpiotS xocpov Katad\r\doowv 
éavT@, 00 KOcpou THY dpaptiay Hpev “Incods: mepl yap Tov 
Koopov THs "ExkdAnaias 6 Aoxyos éativ 6 yeypappévos: *Ido0d 6 
auvos ToD Ocod 6 aipwr Thy duaptiay Tod Kécpov K.T.X. 

“Origenes et ipse integrum Pastorem novit, quem divinitus 
inspiratum esse putavit” (Hilgf.). Not only so, but he quotes 
the Shepherd in the neighbourhood of the above passage; for 
this occurs in his preface to the Gospel of St John, and on the 
first words of the Evangelist, Ev apyij jv 0 Novos, he writes, dre 
€& ovx dvtwy Ta dyta érroincey 6 Oeds, os 4 onTHp TOV éExta 
paptiperv év MaxxaBaixois, cal 6 THs petavolas dyyedos ev TS 
Tlowpéve edida€e. 
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Thus he had the Shepherd in mind when he brought together 
the Church, the Four Gospels and the Four Elements of the 
World, as the Shepherd had done before him in Vis, iii. 18, 
according to the above-mentioned hypothesis. 

It must suffice now to place this briefly on record; but I 
think that the correspondence between Hermas and Origen in 
the matter may be shewn to be closer even than appears from 
what has been already said. 


C. TAYLOR. 


HERODOTUS II 121 g§ 11—17. 


I po not know whether any one has pointed out an exact 
parallel between a part of the story of the treasury of Rhamp- 
sinitus and c, 31—34 of the passion of Theodotus (Ruinart 
acta primorum martyrum sincera, Amst. 1713, pp. 350—352). 
In both accounts there is the corpse guarded, the ass laden 
with wine, the guards intoxicated, the corpse conveyed away 
on the ass. 


JOHN E. B. MAYOR. 


NOTE ON THE PHILONEAN READING OF TWO 
PASSAGES IN THE TIMAEUS, 38B AND 28 B. 


ACCORDING to the old Armenian Version of the de Provi- 
dentia Philo read these passages as follows :— 

Tim. 38 B ypovos & ovyi per ovpavod yéyovev, iva apa 
yernOévres Gua cal AvOdow av Tote avTav ALaLS TLS YlyvyTat; 

Here the usual text reads ody instead of ovyt or ov: AVous 
Tis avtay instead of avtév AVows Tis: yevvnbévtes for yevn- 
Gévzes, and the whole clause is not read as a question. These 
changes do not much affect the sense; the Philonean reading 
chiefly differs in being rhetorical in form. The rare form yevn- 
Oévres is in some MSS. The Armenian text only makes it 
probable and by no means certain. 

Tim. 28 B. Here Philo read as follows: oxerréov & ovv 
Tept avtov, étep trdKxertar twepl mavTos év apyn Tod Chv 
oxotreiv. Here the received text has wp@rov after avrod and 
instead of rod fAv has detv. Immediately below it is probable 
that Philo read dpynv yevécews for yevécews apynv. It is also 
probable that he read yiyvepeva nal yevnta for yuyvépeva cal 
yevvnta. 

Of these changes rod Hv is the only material one. Perhaps 
yevnra is more properly used as the antithesis of aidcos than 
yevyntés, which is rather opposed to mounds as Liddell and 
Scott point out. So in 38 B yevnGévtes is better than yevyn- 
Gévtes, for yéveous, and not yévynors, is the opposite of Advaus. 
The change of Setv into tod Shy or some similar reading,—for 
the Armenian text suits tis wis equally well,—is probable, 
because the ads ovpavds of which he is speaking in 28 B is in 
30 B and 31 B determined to be a op, 
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The above passages are quoted in the first treatise de 
Providentia of Philo preserved in an Armenian Version of the 
Vth century. They occur on p, 10 of Aucher’s edition of that 
treatise ; in Aucher’s note ad 1. rod ety must be a misprint for 
tod &jv. In the Tauchnitz and Leipsic reprints of Aucher’s 
Latin translation this note is omitted. To him really belongs 
the conjecture. It is interesting to know that rod Gv was the 
reading which stood here in the beginning of the 1st century. 
No Greek MS. shews it. 


FRED. C. CONYBEARE, 


ON PARMENIDES 52 (60). 
ov yap pyrore totTo Sapy elvar py éovra. 


ACCORDING to Bekker, the MSS of Plato, sophist 237 a and 
258 D, agree in giving todr’ ovdauy. The evidence in regard 
to Aristotle’s citation, metaphysics N 2. 1089 a 4, is stated 
by Bonitz as follows: “dayq E, duvauec T, ovSauq A> G> I, 
a..., ullo modo i.” The author of the commentary known 
as Alexander’s, who plainly found great difficulty in the 
fragment, read todto pndau7y. The evidence in regard to 
Simplicius in physica is, according to the Berlin edition, as 
follows: 29° todro day E: rodto wndauyA D: in lac. om. F: 
TO ye pn Ov olov Te civas a. 31" todTo Say DE: tovtou 
ovdaph (ovdaun F) a F. 53° trodto Sap E: todo undayh D: 
Tour ovdayh F: ro ye pndauy a. Diels concludes that 
Simplicius read todro dSaywf, and that he found this reading 
in the sophist. 

The moderns have proposed a variety of emendations: 
tovto Says Heindorf, robto dSauqs Steinhart, rodro aris 
Wagner, todtTo davy Ueberweg and Campbell, rod7’ ivdarrear 
ely or ToUTO Sodaceat ely or TovT ov Ady 7 eiv Bergk. Stein, 
d. Fragmente des P. p. 785, reads od yap pnrote TodTo Saph 
elvat pr) eovta, translating nec enim unquam hoc vincatur 
(cogatur) esse ea quae non sint, and quoting to justify this 
interpretation of dauf, Plato Theaetetus 196 B kal toiT@ adté 
nvaycatouev pun elvar wevdh Sofav: republic 611 B dre pév 
tolvuy aBdvatov >uy)) Kal 6 dpte Noyos Kal of AXOL avayKa- 
fovev dv: Horat. Sat. 1 iii 115 nec vincet ratio hoc tantundem ut 
peccet idemque. Schultess, in the seventh edition of Ritter and 
Preller’s Historia Philosophiae Graecae, pointing out that the 
revised text of Simplicius confirms Stein’s conjectural reading 
Sapy, explicitly adopts Stein’s rendering. Diels indicates con- 
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tentment with the reading dau, but does not say how he 
interprets it. . 

For my own part I am not satisfied that Horace’s hoe ratio 
vincet is sufficient to prove Stein’s hoc vincatur: still less can I 
regard nvayxdfowev and avayxdfouev av as adequate justifica- 
tions of the supposed use of dau7: and when I review the 
meanings and uses of daudy, Stein’s interpretation seems to me 
wholly impossible. 

On the other hand, in view of the agreement of the texts 
of Plato, Aristotle, and Simplicius, I cannot believe that the 
tradition is substantially erroneous; and consequently I find 
myself constrained to reject the emendations proposed by 
Heindorf and others. 

I proceed then to inquire whether the reading of the MSS, 
ov yap pajrore ToDTO Samy eivat py éovta, will bear any mean- 
ing other than Stein’s. 

Now the variants of the MSS seem to show that to the 
scribes day suggested otdaun or pndaun; and the modern 
emendators agree in thinking that a verb is wanted upon which 
eivat pi) €ovra may depend. I think that both these instincts 
are sound. 

Accordingly I propose to divide Sau7, and to write 

ov yap py Tore TOUTS Sap’ 7, elvat my eovTa, 

that is to say, od yap prjrote undaua TodTO 7, elvat py cova, 
‘for never anywise shall this be, that what is not, is. In other 
words, I suppose that 7} belongs, not only to the zoré which 
stands in immediate juxtaposition to it, but also to the daya 
which presently follows. The division of undaua into wy and 
Sauda is, no doubt, strange: but it has an exact parallel in 
Aleaeus’ xai x’ oddév éx Sevds yévorto, fr. 76 (89), where, accord- 
ing to ancient authority’, oddév é« Sevds = oddév é& oddevos ; and 
it is not nearly so startling as Democritus’ 5é. For oddapé, 
see Empedocles 93, 99, 148. 


HENRY JACKSON. 
25 January 1892. 


1 abrod 5é rod ovdels 7d obdérepov, Sév, "Adxaly ev re évarw, Kovddéev éx devs 
xwpis THs ob wapabécews, Exouev mapa yévaro. ZnvdBis. Etym. Mag. 639, 31. 


VARIOUS CONJECTURES II. 


AESCH, Supp. 367 : 


366 sotiTpdétravov aid- = 353 AvKodiwxToy ws 

367 dpevos odvTep Sdparw au wétpais 

367b nruBartous, tv arK- 

368 fepoddca Oedv & tiavvos wémuKce ppak- 
Anpat am’ avdpos ayvod ovoa Bornpt pox ous. 


Sch. M on 367, ov wrwyevoess. Hence for odvrep Hermann 
conjectured ov vreve?, an unauthorised future of méver@a1, sup- 
plying for 367b <xadduroTpov TUyas> and in 368 <7éd\eu>. 
ov mevet was approved by Heimsoeth and has been commonly 
adopted by editors, as by Weil, Paley, Oberdick. Scholefield 
suggested in preference ov zévns, or ov méver (the present), 
which as Dindorf (who also reads this) truly says ‘quum pro 
futuro hic poni potuerit, scholiastae per rrwyevoers interpretari 
licuit, nisi wtwyevers scripsit. Other conjectures are elzep 
Stanley, dv iwép or ob wépe Bothe, ov udrnv Hartung, ove 
atropeis Schuetz (which will not scan), evaopeis C. G. Haupt, 
which Wecklein places in his margin. Dr Tucker freely re- 
writes as follows: 


TOTLTpPOTTAaLOV aio- 

Opmevos <dv TEdois> 

olarrép <éor dpicl > 

(poddxas < &pat- 

ot> Ovrnpat’ am’ avdpos ayvod. 
None of these while satisfying the metre accounts at once for 
the scholium and the appearance of the text. By the conjecture 
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here proposed all the conditions are satisfied. Write odv7rep in 
uncials oynmep, but read this as oyAimep. Compare now the 
following : Et. Mag. AuwepyvAtis: OnduKdv: TO apaeviKor, AuTEp- 
vATHS. onpaiver Tov evden Kal mTwxXov. Zonaras: AuTepyyrns: 
évdens, Trays... Suid. Newepv7ris. 1 TTWYN.... 

We have beyond doubt I think the first half of one from 
this family of words; but when we have written ov duzepv... 
we can go no further except by guessing. It is possible that 
Paulus Silentiarius in Hephras. 1010 


ovdé AumrepynTns TerXeOet BpoTds dv od vonoers (I. -ys) 
autixa yap Ka0apoio voov Onpava Tetacoas 

Avddv épixypticoro wapédpapes OXBov avavpov 

éxyutov €k mahapns, ToTaynpputToy oAPov, oTafov 


preserves an echo of our phrase; which may have been ov 
AuTrepv7s TeACOos av...: but it may have been ov Avmepyys 
mor &ceu OF ov AuTrepynTa Biov moO eEeus (cf. A. P. vi. 39 ols 
éxyov xepvnta Biov), or merely ov Aurepveis or Aemepvots av. 
The loss of half the word, though tantalising, proves the loss of 
a line, refuting (if anything was needed to refute) Bothe, Heim- 
soeth and Oberdick, who reject 357, which Kock (Fragm. Com. 
Att. ii. p. 717) compares with Eupolis fr. 1. The loss was 
probably due to a practice, sometimes adopted to save room, of 
writing the lines of a choric passage no longer each below the 
other but, when they are short enough, parallel with a space 
between. It may be judged that the two methods if alternated, 
as they sometimes are with great freedom, would be very likely 
to cause a scribe to omit a line written by the side and pass to 
that written immediately below. 

Usually the omission of lines in copying is due to similarity 
either of beginning or of end. For example, in Aesch. M Pers. 
555—564, 1011, Cho. 625, 708—710, Zum. 121—123, which 
have been afterwards added in the margin, were at first omitted 
through this cause. This, therefore, should be considered in 
filling up lacunae by conjecture, which can sometimes be done 
with plausibility. The following supplements are here briefly 
suggested : 


VARIOUS CONJECTURES II. "7 
Aesch. Pers. 12: 


maca yap ioxyds ‘Actatoyerrs 
yv eX . ” ‘ 
@yexev, cov § avdpa Bavfer 


EA ” ” 7 
KOUTE TLS ayyeAXos OUTE TLS t7T7TTOS 


13. Hom. + 209 kratovons éov dvdpa. 13b. For xovpn see 
Ebeling Lex. Hom. pp. 874* 9, 875* 29. I suppose also an 
epithet such as wodvdaxpus, wovdKotTos, * NuToxKoLTOS. 
Aesch. Cho. 961: 
dvaye wav, Somou todvv ayav ypovov 
xapaimetets ExeicO cet 
<xardwev brai.> 


or Yaduvav péver as Theb. 380, Ag. 248. Cf. Cho. 960. 
Aesch, Eum. 634: 


amo otpateias yap vi nuToXnKoTa 

Ta TrEicT apewov evppoow Sedeypévy 

<Ta Tpata pOols, cir év apyupnrat@> 

Spoitn mepavtt dovtpa... 
Cf. Pind. P. iv. 127 év dacros 8é poipa peirsyiouct Adyots adTors 
"Idowv déypevos, Eciv’’ appdfovta Tedywv, Tacav évppocivay 
tavuev. P. iv. 29—81, ix. 73, and for ra mpa@ta Aesch. Pers. 
98—100, 415, Soph. fr. 153, 234, 881. Ag. 1540 dpyuporoiyou 
Spoirns. I take wepévtt Aovtpa not according to the usual 
interpretation ‘passing through the bath,’ but in the sense 
‘finishing his bath’ (tv Aodow). 

So in Zum. 666—669 where Butler marked a lacuna after 

667, I suspect that the loss was due to the same cause: 

TatTnp pev av yévoir avev pntpds* médas 

paptus mdapeots traits “OdXvpriov Avis, 


99 OD / , , 
ovd év oxdtoict vndvos TeOpaypévn, 
GX’ olov Epvos ovtis av Téxot Oeds. (Bed 2) 
the sense being ‘not begotten of a female nor conceived.’ The 


line might be supplied in many ways. For the rhythm of the 
supposed sentence cf. [Eur.] Rhes. 427—429. 
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Stobaeus Fl. iv. (rept appoovyns) 42: 


42 vods oph Kal vods axover. 
Kepxidov. mas « iovev trav codiav médas éotaKxviay 
avépes Ov TO Kéap TAAG céoaKTat 
Kal ducexvint@ Tpvyt ; 


For Kepxidov, ‘Trine. Kepxidas, auctius cod. B Schowii Kepxi- 
das év MediduBols’ Bergk, who gives the whole as Cercidas 
jr. & but with 42 in brackets. This line ‘Cercidae tribuere | 
videtur Trine. Deest locus A.’ Gaisford. ‘Sed cum prima haee 
verba Epicharmi sint, probabiliter coniecit Grotius: (Emvydp- 
pov)’ Nods opi Kxal voids dxovers (rdd\r\a Koda Kal Tu da). 
Kepxisov: lds «.7.r. quod firmat cod. A, in quo primus 
versus deest, Meineke putat Cercidam Epicharmi hemisti- 
chium in suum usum convertisse. Bergk. 

Neither of these is the true explanation of the text. This 
saying of Epicharmus is quoted or alluded to by many writers, 
for whom see Wyttenbach on Plat. Phaedo p. 151, Leutsch 
on Apostolius xii. 13, Lorenz Hpicharmos p. 256. Lorenz shows 
which writers quote the whole verse, which the first five words, 
which the first two only. Among those who quote the cele- 
brated saying are scholiasts: schol. Hom. X 25, schol. Aesch, 
P. V. 438 (Dind,), schol. Ar. Plut. 48. Two citations that I 
can add from the scholia to Euripides will solve our problem : 


Hee. 1045 (1023 K.): 


> 4 ee \ > / ’ 

ov yap ToT bupa RamTpoY EvOjcELS KOpats 
> ne ” “ A »” ° b] , 

ov mratdas GWee Cavtas ods ExTew €yo. 


Schol. Fl. 25 taréov @s ovKx Ewerre Ocadcacbar rods maidas 
Sua Taév OpOarpadv adr TH VO" vods yap Opa Kal vods dKxover. 

Med. 349 (352 K) xal viv opdé pév eEapaptaver, yivar 
schol. A rec. (paraphr.), cal vdv 6p@ Kat vod (vods yap Opa Kat 
VOUS GKOVEL) GMAPTAVOVTG fE.... 

In these places the saying is quoted to illustrate éyec and 
opo used of mental vision. Can it be doubted that in our 
passage the same saying, without the author’s name, absent in 
cod. A, and only apparently attributed to Cercidas by Trine. 
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(‘ Cercidae tribuere videtur Trine.’ Gais‘ord), was adscribed to 
_ illustrate the same sense in idovev ? 
_ There is another place where the words vods opd have been 
a stumbling-block : 

Eur. Hel. 117: 


EA, cides od tiv SvcTnvov, 7) KrAV@V RéyeLs ; 
TE. domep cé x’, ovdév Hocov, dPOarpois dpa. 
EA. cxoretre wn Sdxnow elyet’ éx Oedr. 

TE. GAdov oyou péuvnoo, pn Kelvns Ere. 

EA. ovtw Soxeite tiv Sdxnow aodpary ; 

TE. avros ydp dacos eiddunv Kat vods opa. 


The critics assume that in the last line there is corruption 
due to confusion of letters, Dobree (Adversar. 11. p. 106) pro- 
posing 7 vdv o ope or ws viv o ope, which last is adopted by 
Nauck and Kirchhoff. Certainly the compendium of «ai is 
often confused with 7 and with the compendium of os. Her- 
mann, whom Paley follows, reads attws ydp doors eiddunv Kal 
vov o@ ope, taking at’tws cai as=opolws xai ‘equally as, 
Cobet (Nov. Lectt. p. 189) objects to the form efSdunv in an 
iambic trimeter, and would therefore write efdov, ds oé viv ope, 
and W. G. Clark, feeling the same objection, afterwards sug- 
gested in this Journal eidov ei xal viv o opd. The middle, 
however, is found in Aesch. Pers. 182 évapyés (dvecpov) eidounr, 
P. V. 92, Cho. 406, 971, 978 tSecbe, Cho. 230, 246 iSod, 
Eum. 142 iSopne@, Soph. Phil. 351 od ydp eiddounr, El. 392 
dcov Katevdounv, 977 iSecGe, Trach. 151 eicidorro, Eur. Jon 
1281, Heracl. 29 iSecOe, Ar. Vesp. 182 dép’ iSwpas, Dionys. 
Com, fr. 2. 8 wpoisnra: (Dobree for mpoidnre); all these are in 
iambic dialogue. In anapaests Soph. has édoiunv Trach. 1004, 
and in lyrics Aj. 351 ieode, Phil. 1113 idoiwav, Aesch. in 
lyrics P. V. 924 iS0ucGe, Theb. 408 idéc0ar, Supp. 110 idécOo, 
363 iSovro, and Aristophanes in lyrics émiddpe8a Nub. 289. 

It should be observed that with any of these readings the 
sense of 122 will be exactly the same as that of 118: still a 
stubborn reiteration need not here be considered out of place. 
Finally, in the last number of this Journal, Mr Macnaghten 
proposes to read xavods Spa, understanding Adyous from 120 
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ddXov AOyou péuvnoo. Now, since the saying of Epicharmus 
is, as we have seen, familiar to scholiasts, I wish to point out 
the possibility that we have here an adscript which has sup- 
planted the true text. Philostratus Hp. lxi quotes only the 
first two words: ’A@nvodmpe. of d¢0arpol EvipBovdor Tov épar, 
ov 8 axonv omdacas épas “lwvixod peipaxiou oixav Kopwov. 
toutl d€ pavtixov daiverat Tois orm eiddcow StL vods Opa. 
They might here have been written e.g. to dpeciv (or TO ve) O 
Gua (or té wv): or they might have been a comment on the 
addition of dccos to eidduny, implying ‘dccots is added to 
make it clear that the sight was physical, for, as Epicharmus 
says, the mind too sees.’ But is the text unsound at all? 
Lucian iii. 105 (apds tov azaidevtov § 6) Evrivous todas 
meTroinTo, Kal TovTOUS HTrodoUpEVvos EBadilev...éxeivo 5é yedotov 
érrolet, Kpnirioas yap KadXiotTas éwveiro veotuNnToUs del, Kal THY 
mreioTny Tpaypatelay TEepl TavTas Eeiyev, @s Kad oTOLS bTTOON- 
pact Kexoopnpéva ein aitd Ta Evra, of Twodes by. Never was 
there a more patent case of interpolation than in the last three 
words. Cobet, who ejected so many emblemata of this kind, 
says, Var. Lectt. p. 293: ‘In [Lucian] 16, 22 [i. 644] in Codd. 
ad éredXécOns yap adduntur ra éXevoivia Syrovoti et Syrovote 
Ta édevoiva: tritum est in istis dyXovdTs, quod quia scribitur 


Sn saepe in 87 abiit. 10, 10, 6 [i. 367] ei’zoré ce 4 modus avexn- 
puéev in multis additur evepyérnv Snrovots vel Sjrov Srv. For 
dnrovore [or 5nrad7y] through its compendium becoming 87 see 
Bast on Greg. Cor. pp. 725, 804. Here is an uncorrected in- 
stance: Ar. Nub. 345 azoxpwvar] éwot 84, Sch. Vict. 

In Lucian iii. 105 a few lines below, 7s Ta pév GAXa pr) 
éFeralew* ovdév yap avTéy pos cé, avTev was surely inserted 
by a scribe who misunderstood the construction of this idiom. 

Lucian ii. 260 (Alexand. § 56) Eéma Kai Sdpa modra 
mépapas...what is added by «al Sépa except an explanation of 
Eévia ? 

There are very many cases of confusion between -wv and 
-ew. I have elsewhere emended Meleag. A. P. vii. 79 dvOpad’, 
“Hpdkrertos éyo copa podvos avevpov dnutr ta 8 és marpav- 
Kpércova Kai coding (read avevpeiv), and in Agathias A. P. ix, 
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766 aitap éym cevew éritéprouar I do not hesitate to read 
cevov. Soin 


Aesch. Cho, 381: 


Zed Zed natobev aytréutrov 
boteporoivoy atav. 


381 = 395 dev ged xapava dai€~as. The conjectures as recorded 
by Wecklein are catw@ev id\Xwv Emperius, kato? avaréutrov 
Grotefend, duepwor Portus, durepr7e in |. Bigoti, dureur’ ob 
Musgrave, 6 7éu7ev Hartung, aveA@ety Schoemann. An infini- 
tive at any rate is here corrupted. We might alter Emperius’ 
conjecture to x. iadXeuv, for iddAXew is explained by wéu7recv. 
We must then suppose auzréurrap (for réume@v) to have been 
an attempt at metrical equivalence. xatw@ (Grotefend) 


avatréurew is more probable, or catwf? dviaddew (through 
TTEMTTEIN < : 
ANIAAAEIN), Since kaTwOev for catwHe and the like are very 


common errors, which I shall illustrate on Herondas ii. 69. 

In the last number of this Journal I exhibited the various 
ways in which this hortatory infinitive was liable to be cor- 
rupted. It is likely that there are many places where it is 
lost beyond recovery; but there are also many where it should 
probably be restored. Among these I think to be 


Ar. Pax 1144: 
aN addbave tav phacnrov, © yivat, TpEis Yolvixas. 
So B. R. V. Ald. adr adeve S. V. adscr. Suid. s.v. dgheve.... 
aere Suid. in dacnros...(Blaydes). ‘Codex Venetus dpauce’ 
Dind. Schol. dave: dpvfov. tives ypadovor addavaov, aytt 
tov Eécov. The variation seems to me to point to an original in- 
finitive, whether agav[f]ew, dpevew, adadoar or adedoa. Cf. 
1153 dy éveyx’, 6 Trai, rpi’ jpiv, év Sé Sodvat TS Twartpi, where 
Blaydes ought not to have suggested ‘év dé dds tau@ tratpl, 
vel éy 5é 805 pou T@ Trartpi.’ 
Soph, Phil. 300: 
dhép’, @ Téxvov, viv Kal TO THs vyToV paOns. 
‘ud0ns L, with A and most of the others. de (R, V*) may 
have been a mere conjecture; T and a few more have padois.’ 
Journal of Philology. vou. xxt. 6 
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Jebb, who remarks: ‘It is improbable that, if wa@e had been 
the genuine reading—giving so plain a construction—it would 
have been corrupted to the unparalleled wadys. A more at- 
tractive conjecture is Seyffert’s xav...ua0ous. If «dv had once 
become «al (a most easy change), then waGors might have been 
altered to paOns by a post-classical corrector.’ Had these vari- 
ants existed in a negative sentence (with pu), wabeiy might 
have been restored with certainty; without a negative, it is 
strange that a scribe should have written wa@ys: but in spite 
of this I feel that waGetv is the most probable reading. 


Carm. Pop. (Moeris p. 193. 4) 15: 


Barida odds Oére 10Sa Tapa dda. 


‘...BarBida mosas Oévres codd. Pricaei et Vossii exhibent, 


a> 


Gronovii autem liber zrap’ 3. Bergk, who writes 
BarBids rodav 


Oévres dda tap woda (Oeire). 


Haupt: BarPida odds Oére méda rapa moda. 

Farnell: BadBids wodas Oére map moda moda. 

But, as Bergk says, anapaestis solutioribus nullus hie locus. 
I suggest BarPide modas map moda Oeivar. 


Lyr. Fr. Adesp. (Stob. Ecl. i. 5. 12) 140: 


Kr\o00 Adyecis 7 eddrevor 
xodpat Nuxtos, 

> , b] / , > / / / 
evyouévay éraxovcat’, ovpaviat xOdvial Te 
daipoves @ travde(uavTor: 

/ > yy e 4 
TELTET ppv PoddKoATroy 
Evvopiav... 


Bergk writes méumere 8. Perhaps méumew. 

In Alcaeus fr. 39 the true reading may be oly mvevpova 
téyyew. See Bergk. 

In Herondas vii. 126 the papyrus shows 


IN 
ElIDICBETHNMOIAOYA WAETTEMTTETE! 


where the last 1 has been cancelled by a stroke through it as well 
as by the dot. If dei (a1) had fallen out either before or after 
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TIEMTTEIN, TremTreTe Was a natural makeshift; and if we restore 
de? with Dr Rutherford we can get .. e/@ic0¢, tiv por Sovalid’] 
ade <dei> méurrew (Blass), where the position of jou is barely 
defensible by iii. 73, v. 12. This objection is removed by 
Dr Jackson’s reading ...e/0@c0’, érnv poe <i> Sovarid’ dde <dez> 
méumew: but surely no one but a slave would be sent? I 
proceed, therefore, on the supposition that the hortatory in- 
finitive (an Ionic idiom, Greg. Cor. de dial. Jon. § xxxii) has 
been changed to the impefative, and conjecture a text as. 
follows : 
AOYAHN TTEMTTETE 

THNOPEICCAN@DAEMOITTEMTTEIN 
(ef. e.g. Schol. Ar. Ach. 273 tiv Xrpupodépov Oparrav: row 
Kowa@s SovrAnv, } otTwS Kadoupévny, Tv éx Opatrns ...) which 
becoming THNAOYAHNWAEMoITEMTIETe, Mol was transposed to mend 
the metre. 


In Herond. v. 42 also 
KAICYMOIAPHYGDN 
HAHAMAPTICOIEANOYTOCHTHTAI 


it seems likely that 
_ ore 
HAH *AMapTEIN EYTEAN OYTOC HrATal 
should be restored. 
Aesch. Cho. 821—822 = 835—836 : 


éuov éuov Képdos aéEerar TOS = owiay aray Tibels Tov aitiov 
ara 8 atrootate? pidov. & éEamronrvs popor. 


821. ‘déFeras ex av€erar, ut videtur, factum M.’ Weckl. 

834. schol. tiv évdov éml ris oixias doviay dtnv Kata- 
Badowv...whence Heimsoeth (Die Wiederherstellung der Dramen 
des Aeschylus, p. 13) rightly, as I believe, restored govcov. 
Scribes constantly write goivios for dédvios (as, for example, 
in Pers. 81) and the feminine termination in such cases as 
this. But in proposing é£a7ro\dAvov he is uncritical, Aeschylus 
could have used the form é£a7roAdvwr, and a scribe could have 
used the form é£azroAdvs (though this compound is poetical); 
-but no scribe, finding é£amroAXvwv, would have substituted 


6—2 
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what would be to him the less familiar form. Cf. e.g. Moeris 
p- 11 aoddus, ’"Attinds. arroddvav, ‘EXdAnvixds. I believe 
that we should read 
doviov atav TiOels, Tov aitiov 81) *Eamrodddvar popou 
eZaTroAAye 

the text we find having arisen from AezZamoAAynal. Hereby we 
obtain at once the verb of the sentence and the metre we 
require. Whether aé£erau is right or avferas, I consider 
‘doubtful. déferas could be read if for «épdos be substituted 
Awa or Afpwa, words constantly confused. Cf. eg. Hesych. 
Ajupa: Opacos, Svvapis, TOAma, akiwpa, KépdSos, Ppdvnwa 7 
d@pov. 


Bias (Diog. Laert. i. 85) fr. 1 


av0adns Sé Tporos 
modnakt <d)> BraBepav éEérapwev arav. 
57 added by C. F. Hermann and sib oe I would read woAdaxu 
5) BraBepa ’EéXaprper ara. 
Ibycus (Herodian. trepi oynp. 60. 24) fr. 7 
Taos aumvos KNUTOS OpOpos éeyeipnow andovas. 


For attempted explanations of the dawn awaking the night- 
ingales I must refer to Bergk. The birds of dawn for the 
Greeks were two; the cock and the swallow: A. P. v. 237 edre 
& éwéXOn dpOpos..., aupitepitpvfovar yedddves. vi. 160 xep- 
Kiia tav opOpwa, xedSovidav Gua pwovd pertromévav. 247 
dpOpordrovor yedidoor. Apuleius Flor, ii. 13. I can hardly 
feel any doubt that the birds whose waking-hour is said here 
to mark the dawn are swallows, and would read ereipuciyeAt- 
Aonac, which may be considered to some extent supported by 
cod. A, which has de:dovas. 


Timotheus (Ath. 122 d, Eust. 1422. 50) fr. 12: 

ovk aeido Ta Tadaia Kawa yap Kpelocw véos 6 Zevs 
Bacirevers TO Tradawv § Hv Kpdvos dpyav. amita potca 
Tana. 

For xawa yap Ath. A has kal raydp Gua. The whole may 
be reduced to Ionic metre by reading ra madai’ ovxér’ aeido 
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or Ta madara 8 ovK deidw* para (Bergk for dua) yap Ta Kawa 
Kpetoow or Ta yap aua (Wilamowitz) xdpta xpeicow x.T.X. 
with rd mada (Meineke) for ro madacdv. 

Theognis 461: 

pn wor én ampyxtoiot voov éxe, wnde pevoiva, 
XpHmace TOV avuows yiveras ovdepia. 

‘yoov éye, numero labanti ut subvenirent M. Schmidt et 
Heimsoeth oyé@e commendaverunt, quod occupavit dudum 
Hermann ad Orph. p. 765, iure repudians priorum com- 
mentum vdov y’ éye. At pr) oyéfe sermonis Graeci consue- 
tudini adversatur, nam px) oyéOns oportebat dici...Possis vdov 
axes substituere, sed equidem cye@y ie. émicyeivy pracop- 
taverim...’ Bergk. I think it more probable that von’ éye 
should be read, as 1149 aiév én’ adXoTpiow KTeavous émréxovat 
vonua. Simon. Amorg. i, 22 has 

ei & éuol riBoiaro, 
ovK av Kaxav épdpev, ovd én” adyeow 
Kaxots éxovtes Oupov aixifoipeba. 
Plat. Legg. 926 B él peifoor yapwous tTHv Sidvoav éréxov. 
Ion fr. 3: 


“Evdexdyopdse Xvpa, SexaBSapova takw éxovaa, 
Tas cuppovoicas appovias TpLddous" 

y 4 > es / / \ / / 
mpw pév o émtadrovoy ardov Sia tTéccapa Tavtes 
“EAAnves otraviay podcay deipapevot. 


I give Bergk’s text, who says ‘detpayevor de vitio sus- 
pectum, fort. dOupdpuevor.’ Read avevpdpevor (unless, of course, 
this was corrupted from dvevpdpuevor) ‘having discovered, in- 
vented’ as eg. Timocles fr. 6, Callim. Hp. xlvii, Ap. Rhod. 
iv. 1133, A. P. vii. 119, x. 46 ete. 


Eur. Bacch. 446: 
Aevanv S€ yxpody eis TrapacKevny Exets 
ovxX HArAtov Boraiow ard bd cKias, 
tiv ’“Adpodirny Kadrovh Onpewpevos. 
I feel no doubt whatever that é« mapacxevns (Kirchhoff, 
adopted by Wecklein) is right, the corruption being due to 
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mistake of é« for cic. This is very frequent; an instance re- 
mains uncorrected in schol. Aesch. Ag. 106 ért yap Oed0ev 
Katatrvetet TeLO@)...dua THv eis Oeods rede... Read é« Oedv 
as before 7 mapa Oedv trictis. , 

Eur. Bacch. 970—1012. I should not have offered a 
criticism of this most difficult passage without having studied 
it long. Where I feel no confidence, I shall not pretend to 
restore, but shall be content if I can contribute help towards 
the restoration. 


972 dvowotpnoaté viv 
: \ > / a 
éml tov év yuvatkopin@ oTora : 
/ ’ , 
pawadev KatdoKxoTov AveTwdn.=Tav avikaTov Ws KpaTn- 
7 
cov Bia. 


A syllable is wanting after pavvddwv. Meineke inserts toy», 
Thompson éi. tov év y. orodd might well be a phrase by 
itself, as, for instance, Lucian iii. 280 Tov edrapudov Aéyo, TOV 
év 7 xAapuver. Dindorf’s remark, however, deserves con- 
sideration : ‘«atacxorrov fortasse pro exo7rdv ab librario positum 
est ex v. 956, tres autem syllabae vel ante vel post wawadav 
exciderunt. v. 956 (949 K.) is é\@dvra S0dov pawadwv Kata- 
oxotrov, where éAOovra is noteworthy. Cf. Aesch. P. V. 115 
tis...ikeTo Teppoviov érl tayov mover éua@v Oewpds...; 314 Kal 
od 6) movev éuav Hees éromrns; Hdt. iii, 21 feere yap 
KaTontar THS éuns apxyns. Ar. Av. 1022 émioxotros HK. 
Lucian ii. 244 mapdppnois hv daorep “AOnvnot rotavTy et Tis 
dOcos...4KEL KaTaoKoTTOS THY dpyiwv, gevyétw. Accepting 
oxoTrov, we might, therefore, read pawddov <iypévov> oKotrov 
Avoeawdn. But there are other words which catacxKomov might 
have displaced, for it is used to explain its synonyms: Suid. 
oKoTrés: KaTaaKoTros TLS, Kal Epopos, Kai aTrocKOTTOY Ta Topp, 
and Hesych. xatértav: xatdoxorov. (xatérray occurs in 
Rhes. 133 ti yap duewov 4 Katomrav poreiv. 545 ti mor ov 
merdbes cxoTros, Ov vadv”Extwop @tpuve katortayv ;). And the 
whole phrase pawdadwv xatacxorovy may have been quoted 
to explain another such as tov xatomrav aduypévov (érdppevor) 
Aveowdyn. Avooddn itself is not free from suspicion. It is 
possible that it may be an adscript to dovradéov: cf. e.g. schol. 
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Ap. Rhod. iv. 55 qGovtarénv: eupary, pavi@dms tropevopuévny. 
Hesych. govradéos: mapdkoros, paviddns. id. gotros: pavia, 
Avooa. id. hortdvta dvdpa paviaoi[y vooos Soph. Aj. 59]: 
Aveonpact... Or AXvacwddév may have been written to doura- 
Sev, as the chorus call themselves in 157 Awtds STav (ed7’ av ?) 
evxérados iepds iepa Taiypara Bpéun civoya potacw eis pos 
eis dpos: in which case the text may have been qorradwy és 
KatacKoTny oppévov (iypévov). Cf. eg. 828 where Pentheus 
says porelv xp7) mpa@Tov eis KatacKoTnv. Soph. Phil. 45 tov 
ovv Tapoyta Téwor eis KatacKxoTyyv. Lucian i. 258 catatep- 
Hels és ErricxoTy Tod Taidds. ii. 74 aveOcivy emt KatacKxoT) 
TOV év TH VAT. 
975 patnp mpa@ta vw Revpas dod wérpas 


9 oKoXoTrs Oxvpetar Soxevovta, wawaow 8 arice' 


‘an mpota? Thompson. Sandys. This conjecture, I think, 
ought to be accepted. smpata seems pointless, while wpa is 
definitely supported by Theocritus xxvi. (Ajvat 4 Baxyar) 10: 
TlevOeds & adiBatw wétpas dro wravr’ eedpen, 
axivov és apyaiay carabus, érvy@piov Epvos. 
Avtovoa mpata vw dvéxpaye Sewov idodca,... 
where Fritzsche quotes 
Bacch. 1114 (1103 K.) 


4 \ ll s e , , 
mpatn Sé untnp jpkev iepia hovou 
: Kal wpoomritver viv. 


Ov. Met. iii. 710: 


hic oculis illum cernentem sacra profanis 
prima uidet, prima est insano concita motu, 
prima suum misso uiolauit Penthea thyrso 
mater: ‘io geminae’ clamauit ‘adeste sorores,’ 


Cf. also 1168 XO. tis a Badotdca mpwra; AT. éuov to 
yépas, where the MS. has mpdara, corrected by Hermann. 
parnp viv mpota, however, seems a more rhythmical order. 

The Messenger in his account says of Pentheus, himself, and 
Dionysus their unrecognised guide 1034 Xéwas KiOarpwverov 
eigeBadropuev. 1037 mpatov pev ody rroinpov ifopev varros... 
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@s op@mev ovx dOpmpevor. jv 8 ayKos aphixpnuvor, dace 
SidBpoxyov TwévKator. cvoxidfov, &vOa pawades Kabjvro. The 
Maenads, therefore, are in the valley. Pentheus (1048) being 
unable to desery them clearly says éyOov 8 érewBas 7) éXatnv 
inpavyeva io’ av dpOds.. Dionysus thereupon bends down 
the pine-branch and sets Pentheus upon it, It is in this position 
that he is seen by the Maenads (1084), From this it appears 
that Aeupads amo wérpas is to be taken with Soxevovra, of Pen- 
theus, not with déerar, of Agaue; and this is confirmed by 
Theocr. xxvi. 10 (quoted above).. Elmsley remarked that in its 
proper sense ‘a stake’ oxéXo is combined with zérpa in J. T. 
1396 as... AaBovrTes adTods 7} KaTa oTUdXov TéTpas pipapeD, 
) oxoroWe tHEwpev Séwas, and Prof. Tyrrell suggests that re- 
collection of these lines may here have caused interpolation of 
7) okoXoTros. He, however, and Dr Sandys (see their notes) with 
others retain these words, but no one seems satisfied with the 
sense required of cxdXo7ros. I cannot persuade myself that the 
metre is sound and that it should not be restored to simple 
dochmiacs, and am therefore inclined to read evoxomros (Nauck) 
or & oxorros (corrupted through % oxo7rds). 


978 ris 65¢€ Kadpciwy paornp dprodpopwv 
= 998 7d copodv od PO0vd: yxalpw Onpevtove’ 


épidpoumv Kirchhoff, Tyrrell (Sandys). ‘But dpidpopuor, used 
simply for the Bacchantes, seems rather strange, especially as 
followed by és épos. And as an epithet of Kadpeiwy, it is out 
of place.’ Paley. One of these objections is met by Dr Sandys’ 
suggestion to transpose with Nauck Kaépelwv and dpidpdpev 
and render ‘as a hunter after the Theban revellers on the hills/ 
the Baxyat Kadpetar of 1149. But the conjunction of és dpos 
és dpos remains a grave objection to this epithet, which other- 
wise seems probable enough. A conjecture not recorded by the 
editors is Spvodpopwv made in the Museum Criticum ii. p. 667 
by the reviewer (Blomfield ?) of Elmsley’s and Hermann’s edi- 
tions of this play. Musurus gives odpiodpouwrv, whence Mat- 
thiae (Hermann, Dindorf, Paley) conjectured ovprov Spopov. It 
seems worth while to add a caution against too hasty acceptance 
of this reading. Even if we knew ovpsodpéuwv to have MS. 
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authority it would be wise to hesitate before accepting it, for 
ovptodpopeiv is a late word (Juncus in Stob. FV. evi. 49 ete.) in 
familiar use with writers of scholia: schol. Aesch. Pers. 605, 
Cho. 316, Ar. Av. 35, Soph. Trach. 815, Pind. O. ix. 34, N. v. 94, 
I. ii. 58, Eur. Med. 278, Hom. A 481 ete. Schoene conjectured 
dpytov Spoue, Wecklein dp@pedav. I have nothing positive to 
suggest: but for opyiwy cf. Lucian ii. 244 (quoted on v. 974). 


993—995 yvouav cadpova Odvatos ampopaciotos 

eis TA Oedy Edu 
Bporeiw 7 eye aruTros Bios. 

‘Tandem pervenimus’ says Elmsley of 993—1001 ‘ad locum 
totius tragoediae difficillimum, quem ut insanabilem uncinis 
inclusit et intactum reliquit Brunckius.’ I trust that this 
Camarina, which Brunck declined to touch, may not be thought 
to have been better left unstirred. 

Musurus gives Bpotei@ .. Bio on which I shall comment 
presently. The position from which I start is that avzros Bios 
is a predicate such as 


Eur. fr. 30 oix«tpos tis ai@y tatpidos éxdutreiy Gpous. 
» I. 7. 1096 7d 88 per edtvyiav Kaxodcbat Ovarois Bapds 


aiov. 
» Bacch. 388 76 re pn Ovnta dpoveiv Bpaxds aiwy. 
»  » 884 kovda yap Samdva vopifew ioydv tod exe. 


1152 Kar0s ayov év aiwate otafovcay 
xépa tepiBareiv téxvov. 
Pind. O. ix. 37 émel Td ye Aowdophaar Oeods éyOpa codia. 
', J&P. ii. 91 mori Kévtpoy Sé rot Naxticdéwev TEeréGer 
orLcOnpos olpos. 
» WV. viii. 20 veapa & éfevpdvta Sépev Bacdve aras Kivdvuvos. 


2” ” 


It is plainly not necessary that any verb (such as. éovi, 
ytyverat, reer) should be expressed. The first question, then, 
that meets us, assuming ddvmos Bios to be a predicate, is 
whether the copula is unexpressed or whether it is éfv. The 
rhythm of the sentence seems to be strongly against the second 
alternative. Prof. Tyrrell, reading és ra Oedv éfu Bporteiwy 7 
with Canter and Heath, and with Matthiae, Dind., Wecklein, 
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constructing dAvzros Bios épu éyew .., truly remarks that ‘ épu 
is in a very unnatural position. He would himself prefer to 
eject it (and in the strophe to eject 7 oxdAozos). The arrange- 
ments which, retaining éfv, avoid the extreme awkwardness of 
order are (1) Hermann’s : 

Tay avixaTov ws Kpaticwv Bia 

yvopav cadppov’, & Ovatois ampopdcictos 

eis TA Ocdy edu, 

Bpotelp 7 éxew adruTros Big. 
(@varois is due to Heath.) (2) Thompson’s : 

yvoua codpav, a Ovatois ampopaciotos 

eis Ta Ocdy Edu, 

Bpoteiw xy éxew advros Big. 
(3) Dr Sandys’ : 

yvopav codpov’, & Ovatois arpopacictots 

eis Ta Ocady edu, 

Bpoteltay t éyew advutros Bios. 
(Bporeiay is Elmsley’s conjecture.) ‘Life becomes painless if 
we keep a temper befitting mortals, a temper which belongs 
to mortal men who are prompt in their obedience to things 
divine.’ 

None of these is free from serious objection. If we retain 
Bpoteim we rust also read Big, for though data Bpdorevoy in 
531 is good, as in Aesch. P. V. 117, 8pérevos is never used like 
Ovnros as a substantive. But even if we thus give up ddvmogs 
Bios, the tautology of @varois and Bpoteiw Bie is intolerable. 
It would be better to read Bporeday with Elmsley (or Bpdrecor, 
which Schoene prefers). ‘Quid sit yveunv Bpoteiav éxew docet 
noster Alc. 802 (811 K.) dvtas 5& Ovntods Ovnta Kal dpoveiv 
xpeov. Elmsley. I do not know a case of Bporevos being used 
in the sense ‘ befitting a mortal’ in which Oynrds is good (Ovnra 
dpovety Epicharm. (?) ap. Aristot. 1394° 24, Soph. 7'r. 472, fr. 531, 
Eur. Bacch. 389, fr. 986, Antiphan. fr. 289, @vnta Aoyifer Oar 
A. P. xi. 56) and av@pwrwwds (avOpwtiva ppovety Aristot. 1177” 
32, Lucian). Admitting it, I cannot believe in @ Ovartois 
ampopaciatos eis Ta Oedv &pv ‘a temper which belongs to 
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mortal men who are prompt in their obedience to things divine.’ 
Far better to keep admpoddatotos, but even so Ovarois seems 
misplaced in a relative clause, itself by no means elegant. 

I believe that égvu is corrupt, and that it is an error for 
gvoe. The change is very much easier than it may appear. 
gvcet, a phrase very common in the language both of grammar 
(Bast on Greg. Cor. pp. 602, 836) and of law, is constantly - 
written in a compendium. Bast (tab. vii. 5) gives an illustra- 
tion of it from a grammatical treatise, thus ¢”: and Messrs. 
Paton and Hicks (Inscriptions of Cos 61 p. 115) show a siglum 
for ducer in the legal sense, thus >, It is evident that the 
passage with which we are dealing needs many alterations, but 
as Paley remarks ‘the near correspondence of the metres does 
-not indicate an extensive corruption.’ The result appears to 
me to be such as might most easily have arisen from an 
archetype much contracted or much effaced. The theory, 
therefore, that du became égu, when this reading ¢ucex enables 
us to retain Spoteiw and simplifies the construction, I cannot 
but regard as highly probable. Euripides uses Bpétevos as of — 
two terminations in Hl. 738 dvetuyig Bpotely, fr. 52 ebyéverav 
Bporevov. In Rhes. 921 where Sporteiav és yépa ends an iambic 
line Elmsley restored Bpdteov. As I have remarked, scribes 
constantly tend in such cases to write the feminine form. 
Bpérevos piois occurs in Philip. Anth. Plan. 52 dmiotdy ei 
Bpéreos 1 pvcis. Soph. fr. 531 Ovnta gdpoveiy ypr Ovntyv 
gvow is not certain, but Bporesos pics : Bpdtevov yévos 
(Hipp. 613, Hel. 1339) :: yuvaixela gious (Soph. fr. 524, 
Menand. fr. 801) : yuvaixevov yévos (Aesch. Theb. 17, Eur. 
Phoen. 357, Med. 419, I. T. 1267). yy might now easily be 
read for 7’, and may be right. I suspect, however, that our 


€XEIN 
text arose through Bpotetwitpedpein. Similar results of adscrip- 


- tion are found elsewhere: thus in Aesch. Cho. 318 M has 


cKoT@ Pdos icotiporpov which, as Erfurdt saw, arose through 


ico 
ANTIMOIPON 7.€. ioojotpov superscribed (dyti- in this sense is 


regularly explained by ioo-).—In Soph. O. C. 502 Hermann saw 


ANEY 
that ob8 idnyntod & dvev arose through Atya.—In Pind. P. ii. 8 
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xeivas ayavaiow év xepoi] ‘MQ evayavaiowy, quod ex interpre- 
tatione evemurnde(ais suprascripta (ut in C) est repetendum,’ 
Bergk, whom see also on v. 24.—In Pseudophocyl. 141 Bergk 
thinks that the reading dditporov wn mor’ édéyEns arose thus : 


Tp 
‘In archetypo fuit dAvrov, nam 7 et Tp passim confunduntur ; 


cum scriba vitium correxisset, inde ortum aAitpomov.—So 


Pseudophocyl, 225: 


otiypata pm) ypans, érovedifwv Oepatorra. 
Soddov pur) BrAYrys Te 


in 226 for BrAdWns V,T have ypayyns but B wrayys which 


rp 
arose through BAdyuic, rp being mistaken for 7—In 113 for 
Evvos some MSS. have «xouds, but M has foes probably 


KOINOC 
through Zynoc. In 135 for mapaOyxnv V, has raxataOnxnv 


KATA 


through tapadHkHN.—In Eur. Hec. 605 AaBodca tedyos BC 


arroc 
have 7 ayyos E tdyyos through renee (dyyos being the 
explanation as in Hesych., etc.)—In Phoen. 435 tots gittarous 
toxedow ‘schol. (etiam in cod. A): ypaderat kal éxodow 
(rexovov Aug. Flor. 33. roxedow Ven.), iv 4 7d adeAd@ pov" 6 
yap "EreoxAys Exo tropOet tiv Bacirciav Sia TO po) adiotacbar 
tavtns. Kirchhoff. This variant arose through voKere the 


intention having been to record a variant texodo.w.—In Aesch. 
Cho. 86 M has rid to which m has written owas tu~Bo and 
doubtless ti¢w resulted from confusion of tymBa with tada.— 
In Eum. 1035 ed@dgpor for evdpove may well have been caused 
by evOddpoves in 1041; but it might have arisen through 


eYy8YMW! 
EYppon! since evOuyos, evOvyia are the regular explanations 


of edfppav, edppoc’vn (Hesych. edppoctvn: evOupia. In an 
epigram of Theaetetus (Diog. L. iv. 25), Mr Mackail’s con- 
jecture evppoctvyn for edOvuin is doubtless right. In Aesch. 
Ag. 1592 ed@vpws, since it is immediately preceded by mpo- 
@vpws in 1591, may have displaced edppovws—unless evdpnuws 
was the true word). 


VARIOUS CONJECTURES II. 93 


These illustrations will show that my supposition is not 
wild or fanciful. Now rpédecy is constantly explained by éyeuw 
(Hesych. tpégew: éyew..., sch. Pind. O. x. 115, sch. Soph. 
Aj. 503, 644, O. T. 356, Ant. 660, 897, Trach. 28, 117, 817, 
0. C. 186). Naturally, therefore, in some places we find éyew 
as a variant, as in Pind. O. x. 115 (95 B) rpégovts & edpd Kxréos 
Kopat IIcepides Avds. ‘tpépovte vett. 1. (pauci tpédover) et sch. 
vet., vulgo ex interpolatione éyov7u. Bergk, In Eur. fr. 324, 
v. 6 is rightly given in Stobaeus Fl. xci. 4 od Cady Epwras 
pupious avTnv Tpépev but in Athen. 159 c...éyew. And here 
is one case at any rate where tpédew can be restored without 
Ms. authority : Eur. fr. 402 (Stob. Fl. Ixviii. 12): 


vouot yuvatkav ov Karas Kelvtar TépL’ 
xpHv yap Tov evTVYODVO brrws TrelaTas EyeLY 
yuvaixas, eirep tpogy Sdpmors raphy, 
@s THY Kaxny pev €FéBadre Sopdtov 
thy © ovcav écOrnv déws eoelerTo. 
‘y. 3 interpolatoris esse recte iudicat §. Mekler. Nauck. 
Mekler is certainly right; but what was the reason of the 
interpolation? This, that v. 2 was originally ypqv yap tov” 
evTvxyouvd dws TrEioTas Tpépevv, and the text we find is an 
attempt to explain tpégev. But the use of tpépew to ‘keep’ 
(wives, slaves, dogs) needs no explanation for us (tT. yuvaixca 
Theopompus fr. 55, Eur. J. A. 748, addoyov Hel. 1278, etc.). 
Exactly the same history that I suppose in Bacch, 995 has been 
already supposed in Soph. O. 7’. 294: 
GXn ei te pev 82) Seipatos tT Eyer pépos, 
Tas cas dxovwv ov pevet Tordcd apas. 

‘The Ist hand in L wrote de(uaroor’ (there is no trace of 
an accent on o,) joining or in one character; the corrector 
afterwards wrote 7’ separately, as in 134, 257. (The facsimile 
shows that this 7 was not made from y’.) Seiuartds 7 was the 
reading of almost all the later Mss.: indeed, it does not appear 
certain that any one of them has y’’ Jebb. The facts given in 
this admirably minute account seem to me in favour of 
Wunder’s conjecture (adopted by Dindorf) rpédes. It is doubt- 
less by an oversight that Prof. Jebb, who reads Seiwards vy’ Exet, 


+ 
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has omitted to record Wunder’s conjecture. Blaydes indeed 
says ‘Here however tpépet would be unsuitable, but, as I 
think, without justice. In Trach. 28 we have dei tw’ é« poBov 
pdBov tpéda (in Trach. 108 Prof. Jebb with most editors accepts 
Casaubon’s conjecture edyvacrov avdpos Seiwa tpépovear od00 
for dépoveav), and in Aesch. Hum. 525 no question but an 
exactly similar expression is obscured : 


tis 5é pndéev ev paer 
, a / 
Kapdiav avatpépwv 
) mods Bpotos @ opoiws ér’ av céBou Sixav ; 


where something like év Bade (anon.) xapdias (Canter) déos 
(suppl. Campbell) tpépwy is probable. dé05 or a synonymous 
word is required by the sense, and it is doubtless tpé¢wy that is 
imbedded in dvatpéfov. (This compound is habitual with 
scholiasts and is regularly used to paraphrase the simple word ; 
thus dvatpody constantly paraphrases tpody: so sch. Hom. A 
414 érpehorv|avébpewa, Hesych. cvvtpopov: cvvavatpodor etc.). 
At any rate there can be no objection in point of language to 
yvopav... pvcer Bpotelw tpépev, advtros Bios. Now, what 
manner of mind is it that the chorus advise man’s nature to 
preserve? The language of the Bacchanals throughout this 
brilliant picture of religious enthusiasm is the right language of 
supernatural belief. Their cry is acquiescence in tradition as 
opposed to scepticism, man’s wisdom: 70 ta vowicbévta yap 
det Acévucov [ipvjcw]. 192 KA. od catadpovd ’ya rods Oeovs 
Ovntos yeyos. TE. ovdév cogifouerOa roict Salpoow. tarpiovs 
mapadoxas ds O opyrsxas xpove Kextyped’, oddeis adta Kata- 
Barei Aéoyos, ovd ef bc’ dxpwv TO copodv edpynrat Ppevdv. 324 
KA. otxer peO? judy, uy Oipafe Tdv vouwrv. viv yap wétn TE 
kal ppovay ovdev ppovels x.7.. 379 XO. ayadrivev ctopatav 
avopov Tt adpocvvas Td Tédos SucTtuyia’ 6 8 Tas yovyias 
Biotos kat To dpovety doadevTov Te péver Kal cvvéxer Sapata’ 
...70 copov 8 ov copia, Td Te wu) Ovnta ppoveiv Bpayds aidv 

416 pucet & (6 Saipav) 6 py TadTa péret, Kata aos 
vuxtas Te diras evaiwva Siafnv. copay & (coddv & Musur.) 
atréxew tpatida ppéva Te TEpicoay Tapa paTtav’ TO TAHOs 
& Te TO havArcTepoy evdmice ypntai Te TOS av Seyolunv. 875 
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amrevOuver Sé (1d Ociov) Bpotay Tovs ayvopootvay TiwavtTas Kal 
fy Ta Gedy adEovtas adv paivopéva Sofa... 0v yap Kpeiooov 
TOTE TOV Vowwv yryvecKew xp?) Kal pereTav, Kouda yap Satrava 
vouitew iaydy Tod Eye 6 Te ToT dpa TO Saipovioyv Td 7 ev 
Xpove paxp@ vopipov adel dices Te mepuKds. (Compare with 
these passages Job xxviii. 28 Behold the fear of the Lord, that 
is wisdom, and to depart from evil, that is understanding. Pro- 
verbs iii. 7 Be not wise in thine own eyes: fear the Lord and 
depart from evil. Paul. Hp. 1 Cor.i.17 ov yap aréoteirév pe 
“Xpictos Bartifew adda evayyertlerOar, otx ev cofia dOyou, 
iva pn Kevw0R 6 oravpds Tod ypioToD. 6 AOYOS yap O TOD 
otavpod Tois pév atrodAvpévols propia éotiv, Tois 8é cwlomévors 
jpiv Sivapis Ocod éotiv. yéypattat yap" ’AmroA@ THY codiay 
Tov codar, kal THY civeow TOV cUVeTaV ADeTHTw K.T.r. il. 4 
6 AOyos pov Kal TO KHpvypa pou ovK év TLOavois codpias Aoyots 
GXN év arrodei~er rvedpatos Kal Suvapews, iva n wiocTis bpav pr 
3 év copia avOpwrav adr év Svvdper Oeod. codiav Sé Nadod- 
pev év Trois TEreloss, codpiay Sé ov TOD aidvos TovTOU K.T.r. ii. 
13 &@ cal Nadrodper ove ev Sidaxtois avOpwrivyns codpias Noyots 
GAN év Si8axtois mvevpartos. iil. 18 pndels éavtov éEarrarato. 
ei tis Soxe? codes eivar ev piv ev TS aidvi TOUT, wwpds yeEve- 
cba, iva yévntat codds, } yap copia Tod Kocpov TovTOU pwpia 
mapa T@ Ged éotiv x.T.X.). It is plain that such a temper may 
well be called admpopacictos eis ta Oedv. This word is com- 
monly used of unquestioning, unhesitating obedience, acquies- 
cence, venture, etc. Pollux i. 43 Aéye 5é wept rod yu) Bpadvvoy- 
ToS ETOLWos, TpbxElpos, MpoOupmOs, AoKvos, Taxus, o£uvs, EvToOVos, 
évepyos, ampopaciatos. i. 156 dvdpes itapoi, arpopacicror. 
iii. 120 wpdOupos,.. doxvos,.. itns,.. ampopdciotos, Erorpos, 
mpoxetpos. Thue. iii. 82 ampodaciotws Todkpav. vi. 83 mpo- 
Oupiav ampofpacictov tapecxdpueba. viii. 2 arpopacictas 
amrecOat Sievoodvto Tov woréuov. Dem. Epitaph. 1396.1 diva- 
pv AaBovtes Exoveav Oupov ajtrrntrov Kal dmpopaciatov. Xen. 
Anab. ii. 6. 10 drpopacictas iévas pds Tods modepious. 
Cyrop. ii. 3 7d yap Tots dpxovet TweiBecIar maow ev ows 
Ketrat, Kal Os av hava TodTo ampodaciotws Toy .. vill. 1. 29 
Tovs ampohaciatas treWopévouvs. Hieron 7.2 bras vanperdar 
pev viv wavtes Tavta TA TpoctatTépeva ampopacictas. 
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Cyrop. ii. 4 10 rods pédrXovtas ampopacictovs cuppaxous 
éceoOa. Hipparch, 2. 9 ei wérXovew adrpopaciotot écecOar TO 
nyounévm. Ages. 11.13 éxeivoy of pev ovyyeveis Pidoxndepova 
éxadovur, of dé xpwpevor ampopdaicrov. 6. 4 ampopaciaTtous 
tovs dirous éxéxtnto. Hellenic. vi. 5.41 xtncacbar tovrous 
eis Tov Atravra ypovov dirous ampodacicrovs. And doubtless 
in the eyes of the Bacchanals such an attitude of mind is also 
ad¢dpov* cf. 1330 Al. ef 8€ cwhpoveiy éyval’, b7 ovK nOéreTE, 
tov Awos yovov evdammovoir av ovpupayov KexTnpévot. 322 XO. 
Tywov te Baxyov cwdpoveis, péyav Ocov. 1139 ATTEA. ro 
cwpoveiv dé kal céBew Ta TOV Oedv KadAACTOV" olpat 8 avTO 
Kal copodtatov Ovyntoicw civar KTHwa Tolor ypopmévors (‘ the 
fear of the Lord, that is wisdom’). But o@dpav and ampoda- 
ciogtos are more naturally opposed to one another. In his 
account of the Corcyrean sedition Thucydides (iii. 82) says: 
TOAMA pev yap droytoTos avdpia Piréraipos évopicOn, wéAdrgoLs 
dé mpopnOrjs Seria edtrpetrs, TO 5é cdppov To avavdpou Tpo- 
oxnua.... kat py Kal To Evyyevés Tod érarpixod addoTpLOTE- 
pov éyévero Sid 7d érowpotepoy elvar ampopaciatas torpav. I 
suspect that the temper recommended by the Chorus is év 
Ovntois wev cddppor, eis b€ TA Oedv arrpopdc.oTos, and I there- 
fore propose 


yvopav codpov’ év Ovatois ampopatoy & 
eis TA Oedv pice 
Bpotei@ tpépew advrros Bios. 


993 is thus made two dochmiacs. dmpdodaros occurs, the 
adjective in Aratus Phaen. 424, Diosem. 36, Ap. Rhod. i. 645, 
ii, 268, Nicander Alex. 598, Hp. Kaibel 1046. 93, the adverb 
in Ap. Rhod. i. 1201, ii. 62, 580, 1087, iii. 1117, iv. 1005, 
Agamestor fr. in Tzetzes on Lycophr. Al. 178, Orph. Arg. 621, 
663, Oppian Cyn. 322; and is explained by dmpopdotctos in 
the scholia to Ap. Rhod. i. 645 Sivas dmpopdtovs] ampoc- 
gawvytous, amrpohacicrous. ii. 268 otepotral ds ampodatot] 
ampopator avtl tod ampodpatot, ampopdotctot, olov avev 
mpopdcews Kal émoyns Kai brepSécews, Tapdcoy Tois mpo- 
dhacitouévors wapémetar wrépOects. Of. ii 62 sch. ddic- 
TaKTWS, adiaxpitws, pndiv mpds THv avalperw tmpopacica- 


+ 
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pevos. iv. 1005 sch. ywplis mpopacews, avaytippytes. It 
may seem more plausible to read ampopatws és Ta Oedv... 
éyew, but I cannot suit the rest to this. If @varois became 
@avatos (in Aesch. Zum. 337 M has @avatwy for Avatar), 
ampopaciaT 
dmpopdo.cros might then have resulted from ampddart’ 8’. 
996 1d coddv ov POovad: yaipw Onpevove- 
' ata & &repa peydda pavepa tov ae, 

éml Ta Kara Biov 

Huap eis viKTa T ev ayouvT evocPelr, 

Ta 8 &&w vouipa Sixas éxBarovt- 

a tidy Oeovs. 

Musurus has tov codpdv od P0ovm and Elmsley, Hermann, 
Dindorf, Paley, Tyrrell read 1d cogov od POdvm yaipw Onpev- 
ovoa, Ta 8 Erepa... If od POdvm be understood in its natural 
sense ‘ without stint’ (= a@dvws), it seems incredible that the 
Chorus should profess to delight in pursuing without stint ro 
aopov, which before, as we have seen, they have so em- 
phatically and so unconditionally repudiated. Paley suggests 
a different sense: ‘The poet seems to say that philosophy (or 
rationalism) is not to be pursued so far as to offend the gods ; 
but the other course also (viz. religious. reverence and obedi- 
ence) is proved to be of great avail in whatever conduces to 
the happiness of life, namely to pass one’s time piously by 
night and day, and to honour the gods, rejecting all unlawful 
_ practices. This interpretation is followed by Prof. Tyrrell, 
who renders: ‘I care not to pursue rationalism in such a 
manner as to offend the gods, but the other course (yvopav 
c@dppova éxew x.7.r.) is plainly of great influence in whatever 
conduces to good,....’ But this is as though we had ov yaipw 
Pldve Onpevoveca. ov Odvm must be taken together, and even 
if we conceive the Chorus as dallying at all with 7d coor, it 
seems to me impossible for od ¢Oovq in this sentence to mean 
‘without the envy of the gods.’ I retain, therefore, with 
Schoene, Kirchhoff, Nauck, Sandys and Wecklein, 7d codov 
ov §ove: and further believe that Nauck is right in ejecting 
ta 8, which was probably inserted by a scribe who read 7d 
aopov ov dOdve yaipw Onpevovea. We have, then, 
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To copov ov POovd: yaipw Onpevova 
| 997 Erepa peyddra“havepa taév dei 
=979 és dpos és dpos Euorev Euorev, & Baxyau. 

Now in 979 P has els dpos eis dpos &uorev éuorev, Musurus 
és Spos és Spos Euorev. To suit this line to their readings in 
997 Nauck would write és dpos only once, while Elmsley wrote 
€s dpos és dpos guor’ éuorev, which Wecklein follows. But 
Hermann’s criticism, I think, is sound: ‘At si iterasset Eu- 
ripides éuonrev, plene, opinor, ut in Pal. est, guodev Euorev 
scripsisset.. The probability is that he did so write, as in 
ITipp. 583, Hel. 195, and that he also repeated és dpos as in 
Bacch. 115, 160; for not only is such repetition characteristic 
of Euripides, but 979 as written above forms two dochmiac 
verses. What then are we to read in 997 ? 

It is noticeable that in this play, so full of tragi¢e irony, we 
have more than one sinister reiteration of phrase. Thus it is 
of Dionysus taken prisoner that the messenger says in 423 
TlevOed, wapecpev tHvd dypav Hypevxores, but it is of Pentheus 
himself that the phrase is later used with reverberating sug- 
gestion of retribution: 1172 XO. edtuyjs y &8 dypa... 1181 
XO. 6 ydp avaé aypevs. 1183 AT. raya 8& Kadpetou XO. 
Kal trais ye [levOeds warép AT. érrawéoerat XO. XaBodcav 
dypav AI’, rdvSe Neovtopuh XO. wepucody AT. repioods. 
XO. ayadryer; AT. yéynOa peydda peyara cal davepa Tad’ 
aypa (so Nauck for tad’ épya: rade ya L. Dindorf) careip- 
yacpuéeva, XO, Set€ov vuv, 6 Tadawwa, THY vienpopov acToiow 
dypav jv pépovo’ édjdrvOas. AT. & KadXirupyov dotu On- 
Baias y9oves vaiovtes, EXOEP ws iSnre tHVvS aypav. Surely in 
consideration of 1187 nothing can be more probable in 996 than 

To codov ov dbove' xalpw Onpevova” 
érepa peydda <peydda> davepad 7’. 

But what is the import of this expression, which is after- 
wards echoed with such bitter emphasis? It will be illustrated, 
I believe, by the following passages : 

Or. 482: 

ME. wav rov& avayens SoddOv eat’ év Tots codois. 
TT. xéxtno6 vuv od Todt’: eyo S& ov KTHCcOpat. 


VARIOUS CONJECTURES II. 99 


ME. opy) yap dua cov Kai To yijpas ov codor. 
TT x ae , 4 s 
. ™mpos Tovd ayeov Tis codias Ker TrépL 
> \ \ a \ \ \ \ 4 
€i Ta KaXA TaoL Pavepa Kal Ta p17) KaXa, 
tovtou tis avdpav yévet aouveTwTeEpos... 
[485 apos tovde codias tis dv ayov hKov Tépt; Porson. 487 
‘yéver AB yévorr F éyéver c yéver’ OC. fort.: tovrov tis av 
yévart av adovverdrepos ;’ Kirchhoff.] 
Or. 811: 


TO KaXOV Ov KadOV, TOKEwWY 
mupuyevel Téuvew Taddua xXpoa. 


Phoen. 500: 


€i Taot TavTO Kadov Efv coddv FW aya, 
> o A > > , y " 
ovK jv av audirextos avOparav Epis’... 
Eur. fr. 136: 

ad 8, & Ocdv Tiparve KavOpadrav "Epas, 
* 4 \ \ 4 4 
» pn SidacKxe Ta Kara daiverOar Kanda, 
} Tos épaow evtTvyas cvvekTrover 

pox oda poxOous dv ov Snucoupyos él. 


(‘ Love has eyes’: cf. Lucian i. 234 where Eros says: «airou 
Ti ey adik® Seixvds Ta Kara old é€otw ; tpeis 5é py epiecbe 
TOV KAXOV’ py Tolvuy eue aitidaoGe TovTwv. On the contrary, 
Daphnis maintains that ‘Love is blind’ in Theocr, vi. 18 7 yap 
€pwte Torrdadkis, @ LlorAvdaye, TA pr) KAA Kara TépavTat. 
Cf. Mare. Arg. A. P. v. 89.) 

Cf. the proverb d\Xa wap’ addois kara: Eustath. 1760. 2, 
245, 13 (where E. Kurtz, to whom I owe both these references, 
corrects for xaxa), Soph, O. C. 43, on which Wunder PNe 
Plut. Themist. 27. 

The doctrine in these passages affirmed or denied is, ta 
Kana Tact pavepa Kal Ta wn) Kara (Or. 486): the perception 
of ta xadd is instinctive in all, and requires no codia (Or. 
482—485). Can it be doubted that this is the antithesis in our 
passage ? 

It appears then that ta kad are spoken of as érepa peyada 
peyara havepa t. The érepa do not lead to ra xada: they 
are ta xara. The conjectures, therefore,.iovr’ del émi ta Kara 

7—2 
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(Thompson), a@yovr’ dei él ta xara Biov (Fix), are untenable ; 
whereas Musgrave’s ¢avepd 7’ dv7’ is possible, and I see nothing 
better. We might perhaps read aye 8 él ra xara Biov jwap 
els vUKTa T evayodvT evoeBeiv,...but again I think’ that re- 
verence and worship are not spoken of as leading to ta xara 
but as being ta card. I suggest, therefore, 
TO copdv ov Pbove' yaipw Onpevovd 
érepa peyada peydra havepa 7 dvt dei. 
émel Ta Kada Biov 
Heap eis vUKTAa T EevayodvT evoePelr,... 
(evayodvr’ Hermann from Theocr. xxvi. 30) ‘for the beauty of 
life is to worship in reverence...,’ and in the corresponding verse 
tis dpa vw é€rexev; the rhythm being as dvowetpycaté vi = 
 paveioa mpamiéu. Paley had already suggested ra xara Biov 
in a different sense. Compare J. A. 20 cal pv TO Kadov 
y évtav0a Biov (where, however, Paley takes Biov with 
évrava). Or émei Ta Kara, Biov...evayodvT’ evoceBeiv, taking 
Biov evoeBeiv together according to the usual interpretation, as 
v. 74 Broray aytorever. 
Finally, I propose to read 1006—1012 thus: 
havnds tatpos % modvKpavos ideiv 
1007 Spaxwv rupipréyav & opdcbat réor. 
i?, & Baxye, Onpaypevta Baxyav 
1010 gardpw7ss Bpdxov 
mepiBare Savacipov 
ém ayéNav tecovtt tav Mawader. 


Paley pronounced yeddvte trpocwm@ of 1010 to be ‘probably 
a gloss,’ suggesting yeAodv, and Wecklein also thinks it ‘ offen- 
bar ein Glossem z. B. von yapomds oder yapords.’ It is an 
adscript beyond question; and I think very probably to dasdpo- 
aos. Cf. Aesch. Ag. 724 moréa 8 toy’ év ayxarats veotpopou 
téxvov Sixav paidpwirds oti yetpa caivoyvra (so Auratus for 
caivwy Te) yaoTpos avayxats. Eur. Or, 885 dupa padparor. 
Hesych. gaidpwrov: yapiey TO mpdocwrov' and dardpés: 
Kabapos. yeynOds. pavepds. Both gaidpds and gaidpd rh 
mpoowm@ are very commonly used in the sense given by the 
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THE MANUSCRIPTS OF PROPERTIUS. 


Nimium altercando ueritas amittitur. 


CARDINAL MANUSCRIPTS’. 


N. Codex Neapolitanus, no. 224 inter Gudianos in the 
ducal library at Wolfenbuettel, first collated by N. Heinsius at 
Naples, assigned to the 13th century by Lachmann and Hertz- 
berg, to the 13th or 12th by Keil, to the 14th or rather the 
15th by Lucian Mueller, and by Baehrens to a date not earlier 
than 1430. It wants the leaf which contained the verses Iv 
xi 17—76. 

A, Codex Vossianus Latinus no. 38 at Leyden, collated in 
Burmann’s edition as Vossianus secundus, assigned by Baehrens 
to a date near 1360. It contains only the first book and the 
first 63 verses of the second. 

F. Codex Laurentianis plut. 36 49 at Florence, first col- 
lated by Baehrens for his edition of 1880 and assigned by him 


1 Since this paper was written from 1 i 68 onwards. I attach value 


Mr Carl Hosius has published in the 
Rheinisches Museum vol. xvi pp. 
575—88 some notes of his researches 
among the Italian mss of Propertius. 
His conclusion (p. 582) is that only 
one deserves adding to our apparatus 
- criticus, Neapolitanus 268, which is 
near akin to A and F and will make 
some amends for the absence of A 


also to another, Vrbinas 641, which 
agrees more closely than any other ms 
with N and will therefore have its 
use at any rate in rv xi 17—76 where 
N is not extant. Of these two mss 
I shall speak further at the end of 
this paper: at present I will only 
say that they do not disturb the 
classification here proposed, 
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to the beginning of the 15th century. It is complete. It 
contains many corrections by 

f, a hand a little later than the first. 

D. Codex Dauentriensis, no. 1792 in the public library at 
Deventer, collated in Burmann’s edition as alter codex meus, 
assigned by Baehrens to a date between 1410 and 1420. It 
wants the first elegy and the first 13 verses of the second. 

V. Codex Ottoboniano-Vaticanus no. 1514 at Rome, first 
collated by Baehrens for his edition of 1880 and assigned by 
him to the end of the 14th century but to a date near 1450 by 
Messrs Stevenson fils Maurice Faucon and Pierre de Nolhac 
(Plessis, études critiques sur Properce p, 21). It is complete. 
It contains many corrections by 

v, several hands of the 15th century. 


THESIS. 


In this paper I intend to establish the following pro- 
positions. 

1. NAFDVfvy are authorities independent of one another 
and therefore are one and all to be employed in the recon- 
struction of the archetype. 

2. The relationship of these Mss is the following. 

The codices DV together form one family, and the codices 
AF another, both which families are wholly derived from a 
common parent now lost which following Baehrens I call O. 
N is a MS deriving its readings from three sources: partly from _ 
a Ms of the same family with AF, partly from a ms of the 
same family with DV, and partly from a lost Ms which I shall 
call Z, a MS entirely independent not only of those two families 
but of their parent O. From this codex Z are also derived 
many of the readings given by f and v. 

These relations are expressed by the following stemma, in 
which lost Mss stand within brackets. 








How far these conclusions agree with those of my pre- 
decessors, or differ from them, will be made plain by the follow- 
ing review of the dispute. 


HISTORICAL SURVEY. 


In the year 1816 Karl Lachmann published at Leipzig the 
first scientific recension of Propertius. As for the textual 
criticism of his predecessors, it resembled nothing so much as 
the condition of mankind before the advent of Prometheus: 
éfupov eixi mdavra. The younger Burmann’s great edition of 
1780 presents an imperfect and inaccurate collation of some 
five and twenty Mss good bad and indifferent: the authority for 
this reading or that, if reckoned at all, is ascertained by the 
simple process of adding up the codices which offer it: if one 
MS weighs heavier than its fellows, that is because it has had 
the luck to be collated twice over under the different names of 
Mentelianus and Leidensis primus and accordingly counts as 
two. To the conjectural emendation of the text the critics of 
the 17th and 18th centuries rendered immortal services ; two of 
them at least, Heinsius and Schrader, achieved in this province 
far more than Lachmann: but towards the formation of a 
critical apparatus they did nothing but amass a chaos of 
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material and leave it to be set in order by this young man of 
twenty-three, 

Lachmann singled out from the crowd of witnesses the 
codices Groninganus and Neapolitanus and made these two the 
pillars of his recension: the Groninganus he reckoned first in 
merit, the Neapolitanus second, the other Mss he employed but 
sparingly or discarded altogether. He did well—I will here 
assume as proven what I shall prove hereafter—to select the 
Neapolitanus, which remains today an authority second to 
none: he did well also to select the Groninganus, which though 
now superseded contains nevertheless much truth which the 
Neapolitanus does not contain. He erred, though the error 
was of no great moment, in setting the Groninganus highest, 
misled by specious interpolations which he mistook for genuine: 
he erred more gravely and disastrously in neglecting the Ms 
known to him as the alter codex Burmanni and to us as the 
Dauentriensis, whose honest and independent witness he mis- 
took for interpolation. 

Lachmann's right opinions had the strength of truth; his 
wrong opinions were sustained by his genius and growing 
authority; right and wrong together they took captive the 
learned world and held sway unchallenged till 1843. Keil in 
that year published his observationes criticae in Propertium 
and there corrected Lachmann’s less important error by de- 
monstrating that the Neapolitanus must be set at least on 
a level with the Groninganus. Hertzberg, whose elaborate 
edition was then in publication, still held wholly with Lachmann; 
but from this date onward the Neapolitanus gained more and 
more in honour as the Groninganus lost, and the chief critics 
and editors down to 1880, as Haupt Mueller and Palmer, took 
N for their mainstay and made but subsidiary use of the 
Groninganus or of any MS beside. 

But 1880 like 1816 began a new era. In this year the late 
Emil Baehrens published a recension founded on four Mss, two 
of them, A and D, already known in part from Burmann’s 
edition under the names of Vossianus secundus and alter 
codex meus, two now first collated, F and V. From these four 
alone, A and F forming one family, D and V another, Baehrens 
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proposed to reconstitute the archetype: all other mss, N 
included, were to be set aside, and their testimony, where it 
dissented from AFDV, was to be deemed interpolated. 

The edition of Baehrens placed in our hands all the 
materials for restoring the text of Propertius which are yet 
known to exist’: that he himself should not employ them 
rightly was excusable enough, since men are apt to be over- 
much enamoured of their own discoveries. His four Mss were 
really of high importance and superseded not only the Gronin- 
ganus but all known Mss excepting N ; N however they did not 
supersede, and Baehrens was further mistaken in ascribing to 
interpolators certain readings, often agreeing with N, which are 
offered by f and v the correctors of F and V. Somewhere, it 
might have been thought, in the world of scholarship there 
would be found the candour and the perspicacity to welcome 
his distinguished services, correct his demonstrable mistakes, 
and establish without more ado on a sure foundation the textual 
criticism of Propertius. 

But Baebrens was envied for his talents and disliked for his 
vanity and arrogance; many of his contemporaries, not all of 
whom deserved it, he had assailed with abuse; and by his lack 
of due servility towards the deified heroes Lachmann and 
Haupt he had affronted the school of philologers now regnant 
in Germany. Accordingly it was not to be borne that valuable 
MSS unknown to Haupt or Lachmann should be discovered by 
Baehrens; and the task of proving that his Mss were valueless 
was promptly undertaken in the Rheinisches Museum of the 
same year 1880, vol. xxxv pp. 441—7, by Mr Friedrich Leo, 
Mr Leo is known from his services to Plautus and Seneca for a 
very competent critic; but Baehrens two years before had 
deseribed him with foolish scurrility as an ‘asinus sub Leonina 
pelle*’. 

Mr Leo successfully demonstrated that in discarding the 
Neapolitanus Baehrens erred: his proofs are not invariably 
cogent and we shall see hereafter that they can be largely 
reinforced, but they sufficed. This however was not enough ; 


1 See note on p. 101. on p. 21 of his edition of the culex 
2 Haec prius fuere: in 1891 Mr Leo writes kindly and justly of Baehrens. 
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and having corrected the error of Baehrens Mr Leo must next 
proceed to put himself no less in the wrong by asserting, not 
proving, for that was impossible, that ‘AFDV omnino nihil 
ualent’, and returning to the rubbish-heap of old Ms materials 
superseded by Baehrens’ discoveries. Into the relationship of 
the Mss to one another he made no investigation, and indeed 
he could hardly have made any without upsetting his con- 
clusion. 

A few months later Mr Ellis published in the American 
Journal of Philology, vol. 1 pp. 3889—400, a paper on ‘the 
Neapolitanus of Propertius’. Considered as a defence of that 
MS the article was by no means equal to Mr Leo’s in com- 
pleteness method or precision; but it was quite untouched by 
faction or prejudice, and the author was content to vindicate N 
without disparaging AFDYV. Like Mr Leo he held that certain 
of the vulgar codices were not yet superseded, and like Mr Leo 
he propounded no theory of the relations existing between 
the MSS. 

In 1882 appeared the most elaborate work yet published 
on the subject, a dissertation de codicibus Propertianis by 
Mr Richard Solbisky of Weimar. Rightly ignoring all Mss 
but N and AFDV Mr Solbisky addressed himself to comparing 
the merits and defining the relations of these. He con- 
cluded that for practical purposes N and the family DV are 
our only authorities, both necessary but N the better of the 
two: the family AF may be set down as useless. The MSs 
are related thus: N descends from one apograph of the arche- 
type, the family DV from another; the family AF is blent 
from both these apographs and contains no other element of 
genuine tradition but only errors and interpolations with a 
few happy conjectures; f and v have derived readings from a 
Ms resembling N. The treatise is written with admirable 
diligence adequate learning and entire freedom from the spirit 
of faction: its faults spring partly from a deficiency, I will 
not say in critical faculty, but certainly in critical experience ; 
partly, it seems, from the fact that though party spirit is 
absent preconceived opinion is not. One finds conclusions, 
correct in themselves, supported by proofs which prove nothing; 


THE MANUSCRIPTS OF PROPERTIVS. 107 


false or doubtful propositions are stated as self-evident; the 
codices AF are disparaged in a manner not only erroneous but 
arbitrary ; and for his genealogy of the Mss, which I-shall shew 
to be quite impossible, Mr Solbisky neither adduces nor pre- 
tends to adduce any evidence at all. 

The études critiques sur Properce of Mr Frédéric Plessis 
published in 1884 contain two chapters, pp. 1—45, devoted to 
the mss. The book is written with French lucidity and more 
than French diligence ; but Mr Plessis, it must be said, is no 
eritic. His conclusions, which since he shews no argument 
for them appear to be intuitive, are these: the Mss to be 
employed in constructing the text are NAFDV the Groning- 
anus and Hertzberg’s Hamburgensis: there are two families: 
the first comprises two branches of which N is the better and 
AF the worse: the second family consists of DV and is inferior 
to N but equal to AF. f and v derive from N the readings 
which they have in common with that ms: Mr Plessis, who 
as I have said is no critic, adds that the agreement of Nfv 
‘équivaut presque 4 une certitude’, ie. a reading found in N 
is rendered more probable if two scribes have copied it thence. 
The Groninganus and Hamburgensis have combined the readings 
of the two families already mentioned, but are nevertheless to 
be employed in constructing the text. 

In 1887 Mr C. Weber published a disquisition de auctori- 
tate codicum Propertianorum in which after a painstaking 
examination confined to the first book he came to the following 
conclusions: N is by far our best authority but AFDV with 
f and v are also of service: of the two families AF and DV 
the former is akin to N but the latter is nevertheless the 
better: f and v have derived readings from a MS resembling 
N but interpolated. Mr Weber’s conclusions then, so far as 
they concern the relations of NAFDV, are virtually those of 
Mr Plessis. 

I subjoin, for comparison with my own, the stemmata 
codicum which I have drawn up from the statements of the 
four scholars who have formulated their opinions on the re- 
lationship of the Mss. 
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Controversy is inseparable from the discussion of our sub- 
ject, and the ensuing pages will of necessity contain a certain 
amount of polemical matter; but my purpose is not in the 
main controversial. My purpose is to establish my own theory: 
to demolish the theories of others is only a necessary incident 
in the process. Therefore I shall not examine point by point 
the conclusions of my predecessors and controvert them 
severally: I shall develope my own views in what appears 
to be the most natural sequence, pointing out from time to 
time how this or that error of former critics is refuted by the 
evidence adduced. 

The mass of facts which I am about to pass in review is 
much greater than would be needed merely to demonstrate 
the thesis which I have proposed. But side by side with the 
demonstration of my thesis I pursue a second aim: to amend 
or elucidate as far as may be those passages in our author 
where his MSs are not unanimous and where it becomes our 
business to extract from their conflicting testimony the reading 
of the Propertian archetype. 


* 
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N AnpD O. 


§ 1. WN better than O [= AFDV in agreement]. 


First I set out to demonstrate the existence in N of a 
genuine element not derived from O the common archetype 
of AFDV but from a Ms which I call Z, the brother of O and 
its coequal in authority. To demonstrate this is to vindicate 
against Baehrens the merit of N; and so far I am fighting 
side by side with Messrs Leo Ellis Solbisky Plessis and 
- Weber. But concerning the nature and origin of the merit 
of N Messrs Leo and Ellis have formed, or at any rate have 
pronounced, no opinion, while Messrs Solbisky Plessis and 
Weber have pronounced an opinion opposite to mine, they 
affirming’ and I denying that N derives its merit from the 
common archetype of AFDV. 

To refute Baehrens, I say, is an aim we have in common; 
and wherever I borrow a weapon from my comrades in arms 
I shall take care to acknowledge the debt. But I will here 
explain why I discard as futile a great portion of the armoury 
employed by Messrs Solbisky and Weber. Our adversary has 
never denied that N has many true readings which AFDV have 
not: only he has asserted that those true readings are con- 
jectural emendations. Therefore when Messrs Solbisky and 
Weber adduce I iii 28 sqq. where AFDV have wrongly ‘ob- 
stipui uano credulus auspicio, | ne qua tibi insolitos portarent 
uisa timores | neue quis inuitam cogerit esse suam’ and N has 
rightly cogeret, they beat the air. No scribe who attended 
to what he was writing and knew the elements of Latin 
grammar could fail, with portarent overhead, to make the 
correction cogeret if he found cogerit in his exemplar. Such 
errors. as cogerit occur in the best Mss in the world, such 
corrections as cogeret in the very worst. The virtue for which 
we esteem a MS is not correctness but integrity; and for the 
integrity of N a reading like this says nothing. And the use 


1 Solbisky p. 194, Plessis p. 44, Weber p. 16. 
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of these brittle weapons will seem less than ever excusable 
when I point to the invincible evidence which lies ready to 
our hand. 

The fact is, though it looks a paradox, that no true reading 
and no number of true readings are proof positive of a genuine 
element in the Ms which offers them. Not even the ‘te uaria 
laudaui saepe figura, | ut, quod non esses, esse putaret amor’ 
given by N at 1 xxiv 6 where DV have esset saepe and F 
essem saepe, not even a reading so manifestly true and so hard 
to find by guessing as this, can beat a determined opponent 
from the position that all the truth which N possesses it owes 
to the divination of correctors. Improbable to the last degree 
it renders his opinion, yet not impossible. But a deadly 
weapon would be this: if we could find passages where O is 
corrupt and where N gives, not the true reading, but a cor- 
ruption standing half way between the true reading and the 
corruption in O. Take from another author an instance of 
what I mean: when in Catull. 67 42 ‘loquentem | solam cum 
ancillis haec sua flagitia’ we find the Oxoniensis giving con- 
cillis and the Sangermanensis conciliis, we say that the former 
is here superior in integrity to the latter; for not only is 
conciliis a worse corruption than concillis but it is a corruption 
of that corruption, and concillis being meaningless cannot be 
conjectural. It is evidence of this incontrovertible sort that I 
shall now employ against Baehrens: I shall adduce passages 
where N exhibits.a corruption in its early stage and O exhibits 
a later stage of that same corruption. Now if I had but a 
single instance, that would not suffice to prove my case, for 
it is conceivable that a single instance might spring from a 
freak of chance: for example, I do not doubt that in Prop. 0 
xxxili 12 the true reading is Prof. Palmer’s elegant emendation 
‘mandisti et stabulis arbita pasta tuis’, and here while ON 
have abdita the Cuiacianus has abbita which is nearer the 
truth by one letter; but from the whole of the Cuiacianus, 
as we shall see hereafter, there has been adduced no other 
peculiar reading which has even the semblance of integrity, 
and abbita must accordingly be imputed to accident. But 
from N I adduce not one such instance but the following list. 
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First I set down the reading recognised as true by the consent 
of modern critics, Baehrens himself included; then the cor- 
ruption found in N; then the further corruption of that 
corruption found in O. Wherever f or v agrees with N I 
note the fact, since I am concerned to prove that these as well 
as N preserve a genuine tradition independent of O. 


I vi 3. 


cum quo Rhipaeos possim conscendere montes. 
coripeos N. 
corripeos O. 
N presents the regular palaeographical equivalents 
for qu, rh and ae: O inserts a second 7 to make the 
word more like Latin. 


I xvii 16, 
lumina deiectis turpia sint lacrimis. 


delectis Nv. 
dilectis O. 


II xxxiv 59. 


me iuuet hesternis positum languere corollis, 
externis Nf. 
eternis F. 
aeternum DV. 


O clearly had eternis or aeternis. 


11 v 6. Adduced by Leo. 
nec miser aera paro clade, Corinthe, tua. 


aere N. 
tre O. 
III vii 49. 
sed Thyio thalamo aut Oricia terebintho. 
orythia N. 
corythia DV. 


corinthia F, 
O had corythia or corithia. 
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Iv i106. Adduced by Leo, 
umbraue quae magicis mortua prodit aquis. 


ne que N. 
que ne O. 


Iv iii 55. Adduced by Leo. 
Glaucidos et catulae uox est mihi grata querentis, 


Graucidos N. 
Grancidos O. 
Iv vii 61. Adduced by Leo. 
qua numerosa fides quaque aera rutunda Cybelles. 
qua quaerar ut unda Nv. 
qua quaerat ut wnda DV. 
qua quaerat nuda F. 


Iv xi 97. 
et bene habet: numquam mater lugubria sumpsi. 
- lubrigia Nv. 
lubrica O. 


Here then falls to earth the system of Baehrens; and the 
further evidence to be brought against him is in its controversial 
aspect no more than a slaying of the slain. But my purpose, as I 
said, is not in the main controversial ; so our enquiry proceeds. 
We have established the existence in N of a genuine element 
not derived from O: we now go on to investigate its magnitude. 


§ 2. WN better than O: continued, 


I begin with certain evidence which is closely akin to the 
above though as an offensive weapon against Baehrens it has 
not the same irresistible cogency: it consists of passages where 
the reading which I think true and shall try to prove so appears 
slightly corrupted in N and worse corrupted in O, but where 
Baehrens dissents as to the truth of the reading. The example 
however which I place first is really no less certain than those 
just enumerated. 

Journal of Philology. vou. XXxt. 8 
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IV viii 87. Lygdamus ad cyathos, uwterque aestiua supellex. 


uterque O, utrique Nfv. Baehrens proposes craterque; Mr 
Rossberg retaining uterque explains ater as the wine-skin. 
Scaliger with the assent I think of all scholars but these 
restored ‘uitrique aestiua supellex’ from copa 29 ‘si sapis, aestiuo 
recubans te prolue witro’: the copa is full of parallels to this 
poem and the emendation seems placed beyond dispute. 


II xili 47—50. 
cui si tam longae minuisset fata senectae 
Gallicus Iliacis miles in aggeribus, 


non wle Antilochi uidisset corpus humari 
diceret aut ‘o mors, cur mihi sera uenis?’ 


O has ile which N omits. ‘suspectum fraudis pronomen, 
cum absit ab N neque causa defectus appareat. repone illud 
aut, quod quam facile potuerit absorberi sequente ant nemo 
non uidet’ Lucian Mueller. The ille of O thén will be a 
metrical correction of the reading of N. That Propertius wrote 
aut is an hypothesis which explains the facts before us: that 
he wrote ille is not. But Mr Palmer at 11 xi 17 contends that 
the scribe of N ejected ile because he pronounced Antiléchi ; 
and that in IV iii 1 ‘haec Arethusa suo’ haec was lost not 
because it stood next the margin but because the scribe pro- 
nounced Aréthusa; and that in 11 xxxiv 40 ‘aut Capanei magno 
grata ruina Ioui’ the scribe of O omitted magno because he 
pronounced Capanéi. I have the greatest difficulty in setting 
before my mind’s eye a conception of these scribes, who first 
invent for themselves, with no motive and on no foundation 
and against the metre of the verse they are transcribing, a false 
scansion of a word, and then adhere with such tenacity to this 
causeless baseless and embarrassing fiction that instead of 
reforming their pronunciation as the verse suggests they deform 
the verse to keep their pronunciation unreformed. 


I xxv 1—3. 


unica nata meo pulcherrima cura dolori, 
excludit quoniam sors mea ‘saepe went’, 
ista meis fiet notissima forma libellis. 
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went O, uenit N. This surprising punctuation, invented by 
Jacob and adopted by all subsequent editors but Mr Palmer, is 
deservedly scouted by Madvig in his adversaria critica: ‘in illa, 


. quae fingitur, inuitandi formula peruerse abundat saepe, neque 


is dolor erat, quod non saepe uenire iuberetur, sed quod non 
reciperetur et quod excluderetur a puella. codex optimus 
(Neapolitanus) a prima manu habet wenit. fuerat: “excludi 
quoniam sors mea saepe uenit”, hoe est, quod saepe mihi ea 
sors obuenit, ut excludar’. The conjecture was anticipated by 
Sealiger. It is open I think to the objection of Baehrens, that 
you would expect mzhi: to remove this scruple I would alter 
with Lachmann one letter more and write 


excludt quoniam sors mea saepe wehit. 


11 vi 21, 22. 


ille potest nullo miseram me linquere facto? 
aequalem nulla dicere habere domo? 


So O. Cynthia complains to the slave Lygdamus that 
Propertius has forsaken her for another. The pentameter is 
senseless; and Heinsius proposed ‘aequalem nullam dicere 
habere domi’. domi may well be accepted, since ‘ habere 
domi’ is a regular phrase in this connexion: Q. Cic. de pet. 
cons. 2 8 ‘quo tamen in magistratu amicam quam domi palam 
haberet de machinis emit’, Auson. epigr. 120 1 sq. ‘lambere 
cum uellet mediorum membra uirorum | Castor nee posset 
uulgus habere domi’. But the rest of the conjecture, to 
mention one objection only, is subverted by the fact that neither 
in Il viii 21 nor anywhere else does aequalis mean riualis. 


’ Turn to N, and you find that for aeqgualem nulla it offers et 


qualem nullo, from which Mr Palmer has recovered the truth: 
no more brilliant and certain correction was ever made in the 
text of Propertius: 


ille potest nullo miseram me linquere facto 
et, qualem nolo dicere, habere domi ? 


i.e. ‘puellam uilem, cuius quaestum nolo dicere, domi habere ’. 

Mr Palmer compares Iuu. viii 275 ‘aut pastor fuit aut illud quod 

dicere nolo’ and Catull. 67 45 “quendam, quem dicere nolo | 
8—2 
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nomine’. nolo was corrupted by the nullo just above, and the 
error equalis for et qualis recurs in the Mss of Tib. 1 4 17. 


Il vi 41, 42. 


quid mihi si tanto felix concordia bello 
extiterit, per me, Lygdame, liber eris. 


quid miht st O, quod nist et N. All editors accept as is 
necessary the quod of N, and the e which Lachmann elicits 
from et makes the meaning plainer. And since the ‘bellum’ in 
question is a quarrel between Propertius and Cynthia it does 
not appear why mzhi is used where nobis would be better; so 
that nist too demands attention. Mr Lucian Mueller altering 
very slightly the reading of N writes ‘ quodsin e tanto’ cet.: the 
unfamiliar word, used also by Valerius Flaccus v 668, was 
easily changed to quod nist, and the scribe of O mistook nisi 


4 
for mst, i.e. mihi si. 


lI viii 19, 20. Adduced by Leo. 


non est certa fides quam non iniuria uersat. 
hostibus eueniat lenta puella meis. 


iniuria O, iniurgia N. The hexameter may be interpreted 
either with Broukhusius ‘nihil potes tibi polliceri de fide puellae 
tuae, nisi eam uariis iniuriis lacessiueris’ or with Burmann ‘one 
cannot love one’s mistress faithfully unless she outrages one’s 
love’. Either of these very diverse sentiments may be true, 
but neither has any connexion with the theme of the poem. 
This elegy celebrates an outbreak of Cynthia’s temper: it 
begins ‘dulcis ad hesternas fuerat mihi rixa lucernas | uocis et 
insanae tot maledicta tuae’, and then proceeds to explain: 
‘nimirum ueri dantur mihi signa caloris, | nam sine amore 
graui femina nulla dolet. | quae mulier rabida iactat conuicia 
lingua, | haec Veneris magnae uoluitur ante pedes’: its argu- 
ment is that one’s mistress by such outbreaks of temper displays 
the truth of her affection, This consideration together with the 
iniurgia of N has conducted Mr Vahlen to the following con- 
jecture: ‘non est certa fides quam non in turgia uertas’, ‘that 
love is not sure which cannot be provoked to a quarrel’: the 
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context admits no other sense than this, and the indications of 
N seem to leave no doubt that these were the very words 
which expressed it. 


lt xv 31—34, Adduced by Ellis. 


ac, veluti, magnos cum ponunt aequora motus, 
eurus in aduersos desinit ire notos, 

litore sic tacito, sonitus rarescit harenae, 
sic cadit inflexo lapsa puella genu. 


in aduersos...notos O, sub aduerso...notho N. It at once 
appears that the former is easier explained as a correction of 
the latter than the latter as a corruption of the former. Lach- 
mann therefore is followed by most editors when he writes whi 
aduerso.. noto. The construction of the sentence seems to be 
this: ac, ueluti sonitus harenae, cum aequora, ubi eurus aduerso 
noto ire desinit, magnos motus ponunt, litore sic [= in ea rerum 
condicione] tacito, rarescit, sic cadit puella. But the passage 
is uncertain, and I will say that to my mind Lachmann’s con- 
jecture though generally accepted partakes of its uncertainty. 


Iv x 41, 42. 


genus hic Rheno iactabat ab ipso 
nobilis effects fundere gaesa rotis. 


effecti O, erectit Nf, whence Passeratius e rectis which seems 
clearly right: compare Verg. Aen. x11 671 ‘eque rotis magnam 
respexit ad urbem’. rectis=quas ipse regebat: Virdomarus 
is extolled for the skill with which at one and the same time he 
held the rein and hurled the javelin, as Hertzberg explains 
quoting Caes. bell. Gall. Iv 33 ‘per omnes partes perequitant 
et tela coniciunt’. Baehrens’ e wectis can pretend to no merit 
but the merit of disregarding N; and after all it is as near to 
N as to O. 


II xiii J, 2. 
non tot Achaemeniis armantur Etrusca sagittis, 
spicula quot nostro pectore fixit Amor. 


armantur O, armatur N: which of these is true or nearer 
truth we cannot tell till we have emended the corrupt Etrusca ; 
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but Hertzberg justly observes that a scribe was likelier to 
write plural for singular, taking ‘Etrusca spicula’ for the 
nominative, than singular for plural. The best conjecture yet 
proposed, Volscus’ Susa (see Lucan 11 49 ‘Achaemeniis...Susis’), 
demands armantur: ‘many read Itura, which they mean for 
Ituraea; but since they do not know whether this figment of 
theirs is fem. sing. or neut. plur. they cannot tell which form of 
the verb to choose: Ellis would write armatur Atusa, which is 
nearer to the MSS but yet not very near. I offer this: 


non tot Achaemeniis armatus Hruthra sagittis. 


Eruthra or Erythra is ’Epv@pas, that fabulous king of the 
east who left his name to the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf. 
For the Latinised inflexion compare a verse the counterpart of 
this, 11 xiv 1 ‘non ita Dardanio gauisus Atrida triumpho’; also 
Marsy& Hor. serm. 1 6 120, Ovid met. vi 400, Sil. viz 505, 
Pelid&t Sen, Med. 201 and 276, Tiresidé Oed. 289. Velius Longus 
2215 tells us that Verrius Flaccus regarded Greek v and Latin u 
as equivalent, and this transliteration seems from the best Mss, 
Virgil’s especially, to have been common enough in Augustan 
writers: in late Mss like Propertius’ the scribes have sub- 
stituted y wherever they recognised what was meant, but traces 
of w survive in such corruptions as I xx 4 minius for Minuis or 
IL ix 14 nuros for Muos, or this which I have just emended. 
The confusion of -atus and -atur is perpetual. 


Il xxvii 1—10. 


at uos incertam, mortales, funeris horam 
quaeritis, et qua sit mors aditura uia; 
quaeritis et caelo, Phoenicum inuenta, sereno 
quae sit stella homini commoda quaeque mala. 
seu pedibus Parthos sequimur seu classe Britannos, 5 
et maris et terrae caeca perinde uia est. 
rursus et obiectum flemus caput esse tumultu, 
cum Mauors dubias miscet utrimque manus. 
praeterea domibus flammam domibusque ruinas 
neu subeant labris pocula nigra tuis, 10 


flemus O, fletus N. No person is mentioned to whom the ‘ tuis’ 


THE MANUSCRIPTS OF PROPERTIVUS. 119 


of v. 10 can refer. They say that Propertius here diverts his 
address from mankind in general to an imaginary individual ; 
and so he doubtless does. But this transition can only be 
effected by means of a vocative or of a personal pronoun: 
& possessive pronoun cannot serve for the purpose. That is 
to say, it does not so serve in the writings of authors whose 
MSS are good and ancient: the late and corrupt Mss of Pro- 
pertius supply two parallels, one in m1 iv 4 which I shall 
shortly have occasion to discuss, the other in 11 xxv 47 where 
after ‘uidistis Argiuas’, ‘widistis nostras’, we come to ‘haec 
atque illa mali uulneris una ula est,| cum satis una twis 
insomnia portet ocellis | una sit et cuiuis femina multa mala’. 
But here the sense is no better than the diction: either woman 
works hurt, because one woman works hurt enough to you or to 
anyone! Coherency of thought and expression may be restored 
by inserting before ‘cum satis’ cet. some such couplet as this: 
‘quin tu uulgares, demens, compescis amores | in poenamque 


~uagus desinis esse tuam’. To return then to II xxvii: ‘tuis’ 


has no meaning; nor is it rendered any the more tolerable by 
Mr Lucian Mueller’s emendation of v. 9 ‘praeterea domibus 
flammam metuisque ruinas’, The emendation in itself I think 
right and necessary: it delivers us from the absurd ‘fleo 
flammam domibus’, and I would support it with M. Sen. contr. 
Ir 9 12 ‘ut anxii interdiu et nocte ruinam ignemque metuant’ : 
the scribe’s eye glancing from etui to erui he wrote flammam- 
eruinas which was afterwards expanded to the length required 
by the metre. But still neither ‘tuis’ nor ‘metuis’ has any 
person to whom it can be referred. Therefore from the fletus of 
N we are to elicit, not the vulgate fletis which is no more help 
than flemus, but fles tu, transposing one letter. O has further 
corrupted fletus to flemus, seduced by the sequimur which 
stands above. 


II xxxil 83—6 (Solbisky pp. 163 sq.). 
nam quid Praenesti dubias, o Cynthia, sortes, 
quid petis Aeaei moenia Telegoni ? 
cur uatem Herculeum deportant esseda Tibur ? 
Appia cur totiens te uia ducit anum? 
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cur uatem O, curua te N. The second distich is evidently 
corrupt, and in going about to amend it the cur watem of O is 
altered by all editors but one. Mr Palmer however, unluckily 
remembering II iv 15 sq. ‘nam cui non ego sum fallaci praemia 
uati ? | quae mea non deciens somnia uersat anus ?’, retains this 
reading, changes te wia in the next verse with one interpolated 
MS into deuta, which singularly inappropriate epithet he bestows 
on the Appian highway, and explains the passage thus: ‘Cynthia ~ 
ad suam domum Tiburtinam uatem praesagum, anum fatidicam 
deportari essedis iubet ut futura exponant’. The Via Appia 
does not lead to Tibur; but that is a trifle: if the couplet 
means what Mr Palmer says it means, then it is a fragment of 
some other poem and has no business in this context, where 
Propertius complains to Cynthia that she is always quitting 
Rome for Praeneste, for Tusculum, for Aricia, and concludes 
that ‘¢sta tui furtum wia monstrat amoris: | non urbem, demens, 
lumina nostra fugis’: all which has nothing to do with sooth- 
sayers and old women who are summoned to Tibur and expect 
to get there by the Appian way. The two verses therefore, if 
they belong to this elegy, enquire why Cynthia so often visits 
Tibur and some other place in the neighbourhood of Rome; 
and I will give them at once in what I believe to be their 
genuine form: 


curnam te Herculeum deportant esseda Tibur? 
Appia cur totiens te uia Lanuwiwm ? 


The brilliant emendation of the pentameter seems to be 
‘ Jortin’s: la was lost in ia, wanuwium suggested wia anum, and 
ducit was thrown in for the metre: in IV vili we find Cynthia 
driving along the Appian way to Lanuuium in the company of 
a rival lover. The curnam te which I have written in the 
hexameter is based on the curua te of N and seems to me the 
simplest correction: Baehrens’ cur tua te, likewise based on N, 
that N to which he denies all authority, is no less easy palaeo- 
graphically, but the juxtaposition of the pronouns lays a stress 
on ‘tua’ for which no reason is apparent. If Mr Lucian 
Mueller’s cur aut te be actepted, that again is nearer to N than 
0. The old vulgate curue te in is unmetrical. 
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mt iv 1—6. 


arma deus Caesar dites meditatur ad Indos 
et freta gemmiferi findere classe maris. 

magna, uiri, merces: parat ultima terra triumphos ; 
Tigris et Euphrates sub tua iura fluent, 

Seres et Ausoniis uenient prouincia uirgis ; 
adcrescent Latio Partha tropaea Ioui. 

ite agite cet. 


Tigris O, Tygris N. This is the passage to which I alluded 
under II xxvii 1—10. ‘tua iura’ in v. 4 is said to mean 
‘thy rule, O Caesar’, though one line above you have the 
vocative ‘uiri’ and three lines below the plural imperatives ‘ite 
agite’: another of those ‘Propertian’ peculiarities which are 
peculiar not to Propertius but to those authors whose Mss are late 
and bad. ‘istud tua’ says Broukhusius most truly ‘non habet 
quo referatur’, and he conjectures sua, i.e. ‘eiectis regibus 
erunt sui iuris et liberi’; but this accords ill with the context, 
which prophesies the subjugation of the East to Rome. The 
antitheses of the next distich point to the sense required, and 
Heinsius’ noua is better; but the following seems to have much 
more point : 
parat ultima terra triumphos, 
Thybris, et Euphrates sub tua iura fluet. 


How easily Euphrates would transform Thybris to Tigris is 
evident ; and the T'ygris of N may be a vestige of the change : 
how easily fluet would then become fluent is evident again. For 
Thybris instead of Thybri compare II vii 68 ‘et tu, materno 
tacta dolore Thetis’; and indeed nominative for vocative in the 
poets is not uncommon. For the ascription of ‘iura’ to the 
Tiber I would adduce Verg. Aen. viii 77 ‘corniger Hesperidum 
fluuius regnator aquarum’, Ovid met. 11 259 ‘cuique fuit rerum 
promissa potentia, Thybrim’, fast. v 641 ‘quem nunc gentes 
Tiberim noruntque timentque’, Stat. silu. 1m 5 111 ‘ductor 
aquarum | Thybris’; for the antagonism imputed to the rivers 
of different lands Prop. 11 xxxiii 20 ‘cum Tiberi Nilo gratia 
nulla fuit,’ 11 xi 42 ‘Tiberim Nili cogere ferre minas’, Val. Fl. 
1 517 sq. ‘quid barbarus amnibus ullis | Phasis...obstat ?’ 
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1 xx 1 & 


frigida tam multos placuit tibi Cyzicus annos, 
Tulle, Propontiaca qua fluit Isthmos aqua, 

Dindymus et sacra fabricata cuwenta Cybelle 
raptorisque tulit quae uia Ditis equos. 


auuenta O, inuenta N. The conjecture of Isaac Voss sacrae 
fabricata iuuenca Cybebae, once much admired, is now consigned 
to the neglect it merits: the only author who vouches for the 
existence of a ‘fabricata iuuenca’ at Cyzicus is Voss himself, 
and the sacrifices of heifers which did take place there were 
made not to Cybebe but to Proserpina. Haupt (index lectionum 
Berlin 1854-5, pp. 12 sq.) draws attention to ancient authorities 
who tell us of one thing at any rate at Cyzicus which was 
‘fabricata’: Strab. xt p. 575 Aivdupov...iepdv éxov THs Aw- 
Suujvyns pntpos Gedy, tSpupa trav “Apyovavtay, Apoll. 
Rhod. 11117 sqq. éoxe b€ te otiBapov otimos aumédov évtpopov 
dry, | mpoxvu yepavdpvov: 7d pev Extapov, dppa trédroTO | Sai- 
Hovos ovpeing tepov Bpétas* &Eece & “Apyos | evedopeas. 
kal 5n wv é’ dxpidevte Kokave | tSpucav: hence he proposes 
sacra fabricata e uite, adding ‘quod siquis audaciam nostram 
reprehendet, gaudebimus si protulerit quod et propius absit a 
codicum litteris et rei aeque conueniat’. Comparing the letters 
of the Mss with the ém’ dxpievte kodwve of Apollonius I 
conjecture ‘sacra fabricata in caute Cybelle’. The letters of 
caute are those of wecta, and -wecta is commonly confused with 
-uenta: this gives us the reading of N, and O corrupts one 
letter more. The ill attested form Dindymus with the asyndeton 
it involves should be removed by substituting with Mr Palmer 
the adjective Dindymis. 


Iv i 31, 32. 


hine Titiens Ramnesque uiri Luceresque colont, 
quattuor hinc albos Romulus egit equos. 


colont O, solont N. The Luceres were no more devoted to agri- 
culture than were the other tribes; so Hertzberg explains colont 
as a reference to the tradition that they were brought to Rome 
from Etruria by Lucumo. Thus interpreted the word is defen- 
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sible in itself but indefensible in its place ; for the juxtaposition 
‘Ramnesque uiri Luceresque coloni’, just as it signifies that 
the Luceres were and the Ramnes were not colont, will signify 
also that the Ramnes were and the Luceres were not wirt. This 
objection can only be removed by replacing colont with some 
laudatory title for the Luceres which shall be virtually synony- 
mous with that bestowed on the Ramnes; and the ridiculous 
solont of N points to just such a word: seweri’. At I iii 7 
our MSS vary between seueris and serenis; at Lucr. v 1190 
‘noctis signa serena’ is restored by Candidus instead of seuera 
which however pretty to a modern taste could have no meaning 
_ for a Roman; at Iv 460 of the same poet I would similarly 
alter ‘seuera silentia noctis’ to serena: now then sereni is 
palaeographically almost identical with soloni, and would also 
be no less easily confused with colon than serenda with colenda 
in the Mss of Tib. 1138. The epithet is often applied to the 
early Romans, as in Verg. Aen. VIII 638 ‘ Curibus seueris’, and 
it tallies very well with wiri, which has the same force as mares 
in Hor. epist. 1 i 64 ‘ maribus Curlis’. 


Iviu1, 2. 
qui mirare meas tot in uno corpore formas, 
accipe Vertumni signa petenda dei. 


petenda O, paterna Ntv. ‘signa petenda’ are words which 
no one I think has ever attempted to explain. It is curious 
to note that they recur in Ovid ars I 114 ‘rex populo praedae 
signa petenda dedit’ (the signal for the rape of the Sabine 
women) where it seems necessary to write petita with Bentley 
and Madvig. In our passage the paterna of Nfv is adopted by 
all editors but Baehrens, and they explain with Passeratius 
thus: ‘notas, quibus possis eum agnoscere, audi et intellege. 
alludit enim ad yvwpicuata comicorum. et paterna pro patrits 
uidetur dixisse, sequitur enim Tuscus ego’. Yes, but no ‘signa 
paterna’ or ‘patria’, no marks of the origin of Vertumnus, 
follow: what follows is first of all the plain assertion ‘I am a 
Tuscan’, and then the god’s autobiography and a list of his 


1 It is some confirmation of this conjecture that Vrbinas 641 (see note on 
p. 101) has seloni. 
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varied accomplishments; but about marks of his origin never 
a word. Nor in Baehrens’ signa petita can I interpret either 
the substantive or the participle. In brief, only one sense 
will the context suffer; ‘Tuscus ego et Tuscis orior’ answers 
the question ‘what is Vertumnus’ origin’, not ‘what are the 
marks of his origin’ nor anything else: write ‘accipe Vertumni 
regna paterna dei’, ‘learn the native land of Vertumnus’. At 
[Sen.] Herc. Oet. 1160 the Mss vary between regna and signa; 
in Prop. Iv vi 78 v gives signa for regna, though that may be 
a mere conjecture and not an honest mistake. 


Iv v 21—24. 


si te Eoa derorantum iuuat aurea ripa 
et quae sub Tyria concha superbit aqua, 
Eurypylisque placet Coae textura Mineruae 
sectaque ab Attalicis putria signa toris. 


deroruntum O, dorozantum N. .In place of these meaning- 
less rows of letters they have conjectured the names of many 
eastern nations, Doanarum, Areizantum, Domazanum and I 
know not what besides. The parallels of Tib. 1 4 27—30 ‘o 
pereat quicumque legit uiridesque smaragdos | et niueam T'yrio 
murice tingit ouem. | hic dat auaritiae causas et Coa puellis | 
uestis et e rubro lucida concha mari’ and [Sen.] Here. Oet. 
661 sqq. ‘nec gemmiferas detrahit aures | lapis Hoa lectus in 
unda, | nec Sidonio mollis aeno | repetita bibit lana rubores’ 
point in quite another direction, and zmaragdorum suggests 
itself; but Propertius himself brings more light: take 1 xvi 
17 sq. ‘semper in Oceanum mittit me quaerere gemmas | et 
iubet ex ipsa tollere dona T'yro’ with 43 sq. ‘quascumque tibi 
uestes, quoscumque smaragdos | quosue dedit flauo lumine 
chrysolithos’ and set these verses beside our passage and its 
‘aurea ripa’: then say if topazorum, topazes or chrysoliths, is 
not the word to restore. Its letters I should guess were wrongly 
ordered porozatum, and thence corrupted by the confusion of P 
with D to dorozdtum. The form topazontum seems less likely 
and is really further from the Mss. 

I conclude this list with an example which is a very effective 
argumentum ad hominem against Baehrens. 
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II xxii 29—34. 


quid? cum e complexu Briseidos iret Achilles 
num fugere minus Thessala tela Phryges ? 

quid? ferus Andromachae lecto cum surgeret Hector 
bella Mycenaeae non timuere rates ? 

ille uel hic classes poterat uel perdere muros: 
hie ego Pelides, hic ferus Hector ego, 


poterat O, poterant N. Although Baehrens is mistaken in 
saying that ‘ille’ in the above text must refer to Achilles and 
‘hic’ to Hector (see for instance II i 38), it is nevertheless true 
that the verse appears to contemplate either hero performing 
either feat, and that this is absurd. Baehrens therefore seems 
to be right in proposing ‘ili uel classes poterant uel perdere 
muros’; but then his theory of the Mss receives a shock from 
his own hand. After ‘ille uel hic’ a scribe was not very likely 
to change singular to plural, but rather the reverse. 


§ 3. WN better than O: continued. 


I now come to treat of passages where N is right or vir- 
tually right and O is wrong. These, as I said above, are not, 
like the examples I set in the forefront, invincible evidence for 
the genuineness of N, since it might be maintained without 
impudence though not without perversity that N here owes its 
superiority to conjectural emendation. I shall begin however 
with several instances of a peculiar sort, whose persuasiveness 
attains almost to cogency. 


I xxxiii 37. Adduced by Leo. 
cum tua praependent demissa in pocula serta. 


demissa...serta O, demissae...sertae N. Which is right we 
learn from Charisius p. 107 25 Keil ‘serta neutro genere di- 
cuntur...sed Propertius feminine extulit sic: tua praependent 
demissae in pocula sertae’. This accordingly has always been 
reckoned one of N’s chief titles to esteem, and Baehrens is 
generally and deservedly ridiculed for his note ‘demissae... 
sertae Charisius et (ex hoc interpolatus) N’. @eod @édXovTos, 
remarks Mr Leo, «dv ém) pirds mréors. 
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I xxiii 21,22. Adduced by Leo. 


et quas Euphrates et quas mihi misit Orontes 
me capiant. 


capiant O, iwuerint N, ‘interpolate’ says Baehrens. This ‘ in- 
terpolate’ is a mere formula to which the writer himself can 
have attached no definite meaning: why any scribe should find 
capiant difficult, why if he found capiant difficult he should 
find cwuerint easier, why he should replace a verb in one tense 
which will scan by a verb in another tense which will not, are 
questions to which no answer is even imaginable. And it is 
especially indiscreet of Baehrens to talk of interpolation here, 
because if ever a word had all the outward air of an interpola- 
tion it is capiant.. It almost proclaims itself to be what every 
other critic thinks it, an obvious conjecture to amend the 
unmetrical iwuerint, twuerint being in truth a corruption of the 
rare form iierint employed by Catullus at 68 18 and similarly 
corrupted there. 


Ill 1 24—28. 


maius ab exequlis nomen in ora uenit. 
nam quis equo pulsas abiegno nosceret arces 

fluminaque Haemonio comminus isse uiro 
Idaeum Simoenta Iouis cunabula parut, 

Hectora per campos ter maculasse rotas. 


Thus does O present v. 27; and Lachmann and Haupt (index 
lectionum Berlin 1854—5) have shewn long ago that its 
reading is impossible. Propertius might adopt if he chose 
the less common fable which made Jove to have been nursed 
on the Trojan and not the Cretan Ida; but even if Trojan Ida 
was Jove’s cradle, Idaean Simois was not, and a much graver 
difficulty arises from the context. Propertius here prophesies 
that his reputation will redouble after his death, and confirms 
this forecast by the reminder that Troy owes its fame to its 
fall: had it not perished there would have been no Iliad, and we 
should never have heard of the things which that poem relates. 
But from piv dede to “Extopos immodduowo not one word 
has the Iliad to say about Jove’s cradle on Ida; and our in- 
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formation or misinformation concerning that matter cannot in 
any conceivable way depend on the fall of Troy. When there- 
fore Mr Palmer writes ‘Idaeos montes Iouis incunabula parui’ 
he provides the infant deity with a drier cradle, but he does 
nothing to cure the verse of its entire inconsequence. Now N 
omits the words cunabula parui, and it is too much to suppose 
that it does so because its scribe apprehended the absurdity 
to which modern scholars with Lachmann and Haupt to teach 
them still shut their eyes. If one compares Homer's Edv@ou 
Swnevtos dv addvaros Téxeto Zevs it will seem that Gustav 
Wolff has restored the very words of Propertius by writing 
‘Idaeum Simoenta Iouis cwm prole Scamandro’. It appears 
that in the archetype the end of the verse was torn away to 
the letters cu which in N are omitted as unintelligible but in 
O are conjecturally expanded to cunabula parut. 


Iv vii 7, 8. Adduced by Ellis. 


hosdem habuit secum, quibus est elata, capillos, 
hosdem oculos, 


So O: the true reading in both verses is of course eosdem. 
Now N gives hosdem in v. 7 and eosdem in v. 8, a singular trait 
of genuineness, for an interpolator who emended one would 
have emended both. 


_H vi 1—8. 


gauisa es certe sublatam, Cynthia, legem, 
qua quondam edicta flemus uterque diu, 
mt nos diuideret. 


ni N, quis O, from which Bachrens prefers to elicit quod, never 
asking himself whether it is the wont of interpolators to 
adorn a poet’s pages with such things as this rare yet correct 
use of ni= ne, nor caring to notice how easily ni would be 
absorbed in the following n and leave a gap for some thought- 
less emendator to fill with quis. 


u ix 19—22. Adduced by Ellis. 


at tu non una potuisti nocte uacare, 
impia, non unum sola manere diem. 


pa 
bo 
wo 
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quin etiam multo duisti pocula risu, 
forsitan et de me uerba fuere mala. 


duxisti O, but N duistis, ic. you and your -paramour drank : 
of two readings equally correct, science bids us take the less 
obvious and more exquisite. 


II xxxiv 43, 
incipe iam angusto uersus componere torno. 


componere O, includere Nv. That componere is wrong there 
is no doubt, and no doubt whence it comes, for v. 41 runs 
‘desine et Aeschyleo componere uerba coturno, and O has turno 
for torno in our verse. There is no question, I say, that componere 
is wrong: the question is whether includere be right. It may 
be thought that Baehrens’ compescere is more plausible ; but 
in places where a scribe has repeated a word from overhead 
the ductus litterarum are a foundation on which nothing can 
be built. For ‘angusto uersus includere torno’ I adduce what 
seems to me a striking and decisive piece of external evidence: 
Gell. noct, Att. 1x 8 ‘hance sententiam memini a Fauorino inter 
ingentes omnium clamores detornatam inclusamque uerbis his 
paucissimis ’. 
III xxiv 5, 6, 
mixtam te uaria laudaui saepe figura, 
ut, quod non esses, esse putaret amor. 


esses esse N, essem saepe F, esset saepe DV. That N is right is 
undisputed and indisputable ; and as Ellis observes (p. 399) ‘to 
ascribe to a copyist of the early xvth century a felicity of cor- 
rection worthy of a Bentley or a Lachmann is a somewhat 
dangerous experiment’. 
Iv iii 51, 52. Adduced by Leo. 
nam mihi quo? Poenis fib: purpura fulgeat ostris 
crystallusque twas ornet aquosa manus. 

tibi...tuas O, te...meas N. Arethusa writes to her absent hus- 
band that she cares not for gaiety or finery while he is away; 


and from these verses, after they have been subjected to the 
above punctuation, it is desired to extract the following sense: 
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‘what profit is it to me? for you let the purple of [my] Tyrian 
' raiment shine and the watery crystal deck [my] hands which 
are yours’, The feasibility of this astounding interpretation, 
to borrow a phrase of Lachmann’s, ‘exemplis docendum erat, 
non optandum et fingendum’. The words really mean ‘let 
your raiment shine and the crystal deck your hands’, and are 
very absurdly addressed to a soldier at. the wars. The meas of 
N is now accepted by most editors, and its obvious corruption 
te appears to be the origin of the tibc in O: the passage should 
seemingly be written thus: 


nam mihi quo Poenis nunc purpura fulgeat ostris 
crystallusque meas ornet aquosa manus ? 


‘why should I bedeck myself while you are away?’ nunc is not 
seldom confused with twnc, and tunc is abbreviated t¢. Compare 
Ovid her. xu 37 sq. ‘scilicet ipsa geram saturatas murice 
lanas, | bella sub Iliacis moenibus ille gerat ?’ 

I xii 11. 

haec tibi uulgares istos compescet amores. 

compescet Nfv, componet O. compescet is accepted by Baehrens 
as by all other editors ; he however must regard it as a conjec- 
ture. Yet componet was quite simple and in no way invited 
correction ; nor was compescet at all an obvious word for the 
corrector to hit on. 

It viii 15. | 

ecquandone tibi liber sum uisus ? 

ec quando ne N, et quando ne DV, et quando ue F. Observe 
that N, which gives the letters correctly, shews by its division 
of them that the scribe did not understand what he wrote. 
Baehrens apprehends that his theory is thus jeopardised, and 


accordingly says ‘grauius haec corrupta’, but shews no argu- 
ment. 


Il viii 37, 38. 


at, postquam sera captiua est reddita poena, 
fortem illum Haemoniis Hectora traxit equis. 


sera Nfv, sacra DV, om. F. Nothing is easier than the ex- 
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change of these two words with sera for the mediating form: 
thus Horace’s Mss at serm. I 10 21 give seri saeri and sacri. ° 
All we have to consider then is which of the two suits better 
the restoration of Briseis to Achilles; and the answer of course 
is sera. Baehrens is able to prefer sacra here because it is not 
nonsense ; but presently he comes to II xxxiv 25: 


Lynceus ipse meus seros insanit amores. 


seros Nfv, sacros O. Here even he is forced to desert O for N ; 
a lesson which should not be neglected at 1 viii 37. 


II xix 19, 20. 


incipiam captare feras et reddere pinu 
cornua et audaces ipse monere canes. 


monere N, mouere O and Baehrens. But no: mouet uenator 
feras; canes monet. 


Il xxv 41, 42. 


uidistis pleno teneram candore puellam, 
uidistis fusco: ducit uterque color. 


ducit N, dulcis O. The former, as Mr Leo points out p. 446, is 
confirmed by the ‘utraque forma rapit’ of v. 44, and the latter 
is somewhat discountenanced by the ‘quantum sic cruciat 
lumina uestra dolor’ of v. 40. 


II xxvi 15. 


et tibi ob inuidiam Nereides increpitarent. 


ob inuidiam Nv, prae inuidia O, which solecism Baehrens intro- 
duces into the text of Propertius. It is pretty generally known 
that in Augustan Latin prae, when it signifies cause, signifies 
only a hindering cause, and that ‘ prae inuidia increpito’ though 
good for Plautus or Liuius Andronicus is not good for Proper- 
tius or his contemporaries. N’s reading accounts for O’s: in 
tibiobinuidia the syllable bi comes twice over, whence the error 
tibinuidia, of which O gives the unhappy correction (Palmer 
Hermathena Iv p. 53). Mr Solbisky however is much mistaken 
in saying (p. 170) that the elision of prae is inadmissible: he 
refers to Lucian Mueller de re metr. p. 283 but does not appear 
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to have read that page; which deals with the elision of prae 
and other monosyllables before a short syllable. 


1 xxviii 9,10. (Solbisky pp. 154 sq.) 


num sibi collatam doluit Venus ipsa paremque? 
prae se formosis inuidiosa dea est. 


This has been the vulgate since Lachmann who found v. 9 thus 
in the Groninganus, Lachmann himself perceived that the 
acceptance of that reading involved the alteration of prae se in 
the next line, ‘quomodo enim nunc formosa prae Venere quae 
antea par ei dicebatur?’ but his followers are less sensitive 
and retain the contradiction. Now for ipsa both O and N have 
illa ; paremque is in F, D has pareque and so apparently had V 
which has now suffered erasure: N on the other hand gives 
per aequae, that is peraeque which is offered by v. Take this 
and there is no need to alter illa: 


num sibi collatam doluit Venus? dla peraeque 
prae se formosis inuidiosa dea est. 


This, the old vulgate, correctly explained by Passeratius ‘ae- 
qualiter et pariter in omnes inuidiosa’, seems now on the way 
to restoration, and is defended by Messrs Vahlen Palmer and 
Solbisky. peraeque has the excellent authority of Catullus and 
Cicero yet is too rare to be a likely interpolation. 


II xxxiv 3, 4. 
expertus dico: nemo est in amore fidelis: 
formosam raro non sibi quisque petit. 


formosam Nv, et formam O. Baehrens points out with truth 
that Propertius sometimes uses ‘forma’ =‘femina formosa’ ; 
but the ambiguity of ‘formam sibi petit’, which naturally 
means ‘seeks personal beauty for himself’, is here intolerable. 


II xxxiv 9, 10. 


Lynceu, tune meam potuisti tungere curain ? 
perfide, nonne tuae tum cecidere manus? 


So O, but Nv make tangere and perfide change places. I do 
not pretend that this is any improvement, but I say that the’ 
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very aimlessness of such an alteration proves that the reading 
of Nv is not introduced by conjecture: what corrector takes 
the trouble to make such resultless transpositions? If it is an 
error it is an accident; but it seems to be true because less 
simple than the other order. 


I iv 19. 
ipsa tuam serua prolem, Venus. 


serua prolem Nv, prolem serua O. The separation of adjec- 
tive and substantive is less obvious and more workmanlike. 


Ill xi 13, 14. 


ausa ferox ab equo quondam obpugnare sagittis 
. wmectis Danaum Penthesilea rates. 


iniectis O, which is well enough; but N has Meotis, i.e. Maeotis : 
the geographical epithet is clearly to be preferred in an Augus- 
tan poet. 


Iv i 27, 28. 


nec rudis infestis miles radiabat in armis: 
miscebant usta proelia nuda sude. 


nuda Nv, facta O without meaning, whence Baehrens _ficta 
which has no relevance to the context. In favour of nuda 
Passeratius quotes Stat. Theb. 1 413 ‘exsertare umeros nu- 
damque lacessere pugnam’: add Sil. vi 46 ‘abstulerat fors 
arma; tamen certamine nudo | inuenit Marti telum dolor’ and 
Sen. Phaedr. 545 sqq. ‘tum primum manu | bellare nuda, 
saxaque et ramos rudes | uertere in arma’. It seems that nuda 
was lost in sude and the scribe filled up the gap with the first 
word that occurred to him. 


Iv i 141, 142. 
et, bene cum fixum mexto decusseris uncum, 
nil erit hoe: rostro te premet ansa tuo. 


mento Nfv, merito O. erit Nv, premit O which is obviously an 
anticipation of the following premet. But rather than accept 
the reading of N Baehrens writes zwwet, and for the sake of 
his theory imputes to the dead and defenceless Propertius this 
‘sentence : ‘cum decusservs, nil inuet: premet ansa’, 
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IV ii 43, 44. 
caeruleus cucumis tumidoque cucurbita uentre 
me notat et iunco brassica uincta leui. 


notat Nfv, necat O. The peculiar aptness of notat will be shewn 
by comparing 111 xi 48 ‘Tarquinii...nomine quem simili uita 
superba nofat’ i.e. stamps with the name Superbus: so here do 
these fruits of the seasons stamp the god who receives them 
with the name Vertumnus, deus wertentis anni (v. 41). If then 
the scribe of N was an emendator he knew his craft better than 
Baehrens who writes grauat. 


Iv iv 29, 30. 


et sua Tarpeia residens ita fleuit ab arce 
uulnera, uicino non patienda Ioui. 


non patienda Nv, compatienda O: comperienda Baehrens, which 
is both less forcible and further from O. 


IV v 37, 38. 


supplex ille sedet: posita tu scribe cathedra 
quidlibet. has artes si pauet ille, tenes. 


quidlibet Nf, quilibet O: quoilibet Bachrens, which comes no 
nearer to O and is furthermore absurd. The old woman is 
instructing the young one how to manage her lover: to excite 
his jealousy she is to sit down and write—not to anyone, which 
would be superfluous and aimless, but merely to scribble any- 
thing ; and he will fancy it is a love letter. 


Iv vii 15, 16. 


-jamne tibi exciderunt uigilacis furta Suburae 
et mea nocturnis trita fenestra dolis ? 


furta N, tecta O: it is a singular testimony to the superiority 
of furta that Baehrens who rejects it here should five lines 
lower down introduce the word by such an alteration as _fur- 
taque for pectora. The corruption tecta, if we care to trace it, 
passed through these stages: furta is perpetually altered to 
facta ; f is absorbed by a preceding s, and this will leave acta ; 
a is much confused with ce or te, and there is tecta. 
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haec nunc aurata cyclade signat humum, 
et grauiora fundit iniquis pensa quasillis, 
garrula de facie si qua locuta mea est. 


Ffundit O, rependit Nfv, iniungit Baehrens. Palaeographically 
there is little to choose between these two last, and the sense 
of either is equally good and practically the same: the nomina- 
tive to rependit will be the antecedent of ‘si qua’ (serua), to 
intungit the nominative will be ‘haec’ (domina). What turns 
the scale for rependit is Ovid her. Ix 78 ‘formosae pensa repen- 
dis erae’. Mr Postgate suggests that fundit may come from 
refundit, in its late Latin sense, written over rependit as an 
explanation. 


Iv x 45, 46. 


causa Feretri, 
omine quod certo dux ferit ense ducem. 


omine Nv, crimine O, i.e. émine, the simplest of errors, on which — 
Baehrens builds the conjecture nwmine. The letters are further 
from O than.omine is, and the sense is no better. 

In the passages which follow the correctness of N is univer- 
sally recognised and no argumentation is needed. 


I iii 833: compositos leuibus radiis patefecit ocellos: com- 
positos...ocellos Nfv, compositis...ocellos DV, compositis...ocellis 
AF. 1 vii 20: nec tibi subiciet carmina serus amor: serus 
NfV corr., werus O. 1 ix 31: illis et silices et possunt cedere 
quercus: silices Nv, salices O. 1 xviii 19: uos eritis testes, si 
quos habet arbor amores: arbor Nv, ardor O. I xxvi 44: me 
licet unda ferat, te modo terra tegat: modo Nv, quoque O. 
11 xxx 18: turpia cum faceret Palladis ora tumor: Palladis N, 
pallidus O; tumor Nv, timor O. Uli 5: dicite, quo pariter 
carmen tenwastis in antro: tenuastis N, tenuistis O. 1 v 34: 
solis et atratis luxerit orbis equis: atratis N, attractis QO. 
Ill xiii 23, 24: hoc genus infidum nuptarum; hic nulla puella 
nec fida Euadne nec pia Penelope: hic nulla Nv, nupia F, 
innupta D: V has suffered erasure. Il xiii 43: et leporem, 
quicumque uenis, uvenaberis, hospes: wenaberis Nv, weneraberis O. 
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III xiii 58: delapsis nusguam est Amphiaraus equis: nusquam 
Nfv, niiquam F, nunquam D, nunc V. I xvi 30: non iuuat in 
media nomen habere uia: non Nfv, me O. 1 xxii 27: at non 
squamoso Jabuntur uentre cerastae: labuntur N, lambuntur O. 
Iv i144: gutta quoque ex oculis non nisi iussa cadet: quoque 
Nv, quidem O. Iv ii 26: iurabis nostra gramina secta manu: 
secta N, facta O. Iv ii 64: unum opus est, operi non datur 
unus honos: opus Nfv, usus O. Iv iii 59: siue in finitimo 
gemuit stans noctua tigno: finitimo Nfv, furtiuo O. Iv v 5: 
docta uel Hippolytum Veneri mollire negantem: docta Nfyv, 
nocto F, nocte DV. IV v 25: seu quae palmiferae mittunt 
uenalia Thebae: seug; (=seuque) N, sew quam O. Iv vi 79: 
hic referat sero confessum foedere Parthum: sero Nfv, ferro O. 
Iv vii 84: quod currens wector ab urbe legat: wector Nf ‘V corr,’ 
(? =v), wictor O, Iv viii 11: ille sibi admotas a uirgine corripit 
escas: corripit Nv, colligit O. Iv viii 34: et Venere ignota 
furta nouare mea: nouare Nfv, notare O. 


§ 4. Origin of N’s superiority. 


As I said.at the beginning of the last section, most of the 
true readings there quoted from N might be explained as 
conjectures if there were any reason to doubt the integrity of 
their origin; but there is none: quite otherwise. We began 
by proving the existence in N of a genuine element which it 
does not share with AFDV; and now that we come to consider 
the lections just enumerated nothing debars us from the con- 
clusion which their number and excellence naturally suggest, 
that they too are part of this genuine element. 

But I have undertaken not only to prove against Baehrens 
that N has genuine readings of its own but also to prove 
against Messrs Solbisky Plessis and Weber that it does not 
derive those genuine readings from the parent (O) of the codices 
AFDY. I now therefore proceed to shew how this is proved 
by the facts we have just surveyed. 

Such is the inherent impossibility of the theory propounded 
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by Messrs Plessis and Weber that nothing more conclusively — 
demolishes it than their own practice. From their genealogy 
of the Mss it follows as a necessary consequence that whenever 
the family DV agrees with the family AF (or with F where A 
is absent) in the reading offered, and N differs, then, except 
the difference be palaeographically infinitesimal, the reading of 
AFDV must have stood in the archetype, and the reading of N 
must be wrong; for AF and DV, according to the stemmata of 
these scholars, are two independent witnesses to the reading of 
the archetype, and the consenting testimony of two independent 
witnesses must be believed against the dissent of one. Now I 
have just been filling pages with passages where this phe- 
nomenon occurs: do Messrs Plessis and Weber accept the 
consequence ? No: they habitually in these passages prefer the 
reading of N. For instance: in I xiii 11 both AF and DV give 
‘nec tibi uulgares istos componet amores’, and instead of nec... 
componet N gives haec...compescet: this latter lection Mr Plessis 
(p. 88) and Mr Weber (p. 14) adopt. And they do well; but 
there is an end of their theory. For turn to the stemmata 
codicum of these scholars and consider what this phenomenon 
means if they have divined aright the relationships of the Mss. 
It means in the first place—and this is quite credible—that 
haec...compescet, which stood in O, was correctly copied into X 
but was corrupted to nec...componet in Y: this, I say, is quite 
credible. But now behold a portent. While haec...compescet, 
which stood in X, was correctly copied into N, the scribe of the 
parent codex of AF not only blundered in copying from X but 
pitched upon that very blunder which was made by the scribe 
of Y in copying from O:—wrote nec for haec and componet for 
compescet. Now it is not impossible that two independent 
scribes, copying from different Mss, should once or twice coincide 
in error if that error be diplomatically very slight. But the 
theory of Messrs Plessis and Weber demands of our credulity 
that this coincidence in error shall have occurred not once or 
twice but fifty times over, and in places where the error is not 
slight but extraordinary. The thing is inconceivable. Imagine 
two several copyists from diverse exemplars mistaking 2 for 
quis (1 vil 3), ob inuidiam for prae inuidia (11 xxvi 5), modo for 
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quoque (II xxvi 44), includere for componere (II xxxiv 43), nuda 
for facta (Iv i 28), erit for premit (IV i 142), opus for usus (IV ii 
64), furta for tecta (IV vii 15), rependit for fundit (Iv vii 41)! 
Such phenomena as these passages present are explicable to 
Baehrens who holds N to be interpolated, explicable to me who 
recognise in N an element not derived from O: to Messrs 
Plessis and Weber they would be inexplicable if those critics 
apprehended their own theory. But they do not: they have 
propounded it without perceiving what it meant. 

The theory of Mr Solbisky escapes this objection. The two 
families DV and AF are not, in his stemma, as they are in the 
stemmata of Messrs Plessis and Weber, absolutely independent 
witnesses to the reading of O: he has provided a channel by 
which AF may have derived readings from DV, and he is thus 
enabled to explain the agreement of the two families in places 
where Messrs Plessis and Weber cannot explain it. It is when 
the facts under discussion are considered in another aspect that 
they overthrow the system of Mr Solbisky. Let any one peruse 
the foregoing pages and mark the lections adduced from N, 
their number, and not their excellence merely but in very many 
eases the obviousness of that excellence: then let him take in 
hand Mr Solbisky’s stemma codicum and ask himself by what 
malignity of fate it happens that all these manifestly true 
readings, which Mr Solbisky supposes to have stood in O, have 
twice missed the chance which was twice offered them of finding 
their way into AF, It is comprehensible that they should find 
their way into one only of the two apographs of O, into X and 
not into Y. But how strange it is that when X in its turn 
became the parent of apographs the same thing should happen 
over again: that all these obviously correct readings, while 
finding their way safely from X into N as they did from O into 
X, should fail to find their way from X into AF as they failed 
to find it from O into Y. And marvel accumulates on marvel 
when we consider in this connexion the nature, as represented 
by Mr Solbisky, of the family AF. That family, he holds, was 
formed by blending the tradition of Y with the tradition of 
X. Now the tendency of Mss which blend two strains of 
tradition is to choose the easier of any two readings proffered 
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by their two sources’, But we are fresh from the perusal of 
passages, which though numerous are only a selection from a 
much greater number, where N gives a reading not merely 
true but obviously so, DV a reading not merely false but 
unintelligible, and yet AF always sides with DV. Take one 
representative instance, Iv ii 64, and consider what it is that 
Mr Solbisky would have us believe: that the scribe who wrote 
the codex whence AF descend, having before him the two 
versions ‘unum opus est, operi non datur unus honos’ (N) and 
‘unum usus est, operi non datur unus honos’ (DY), set aside 
the former, which is simplicity itself, and adopted the latter, 
which can neither be scanned nor construed; and that habitually 
throughout his task he thus chose the evil and refused the 
good. Incredible: the fact that all these true and simple 
readings are found in N only, and not in AF, means that they 
were inaccessible to AF; that they were not in X any more 
than in Y ; and consequently that N did not derive them from 
X. There will be more to say against Mr Solbisky’s theory 
when I come to deal particularly with AF; but this suffices to 
demonstrate his error in the matter of N. And in order that 
due weight may be attached to my arguments against his 
theory it must be remembered that he himself has put forward 
no argument in its favour, He has adduced evidence to 
support his estimate of the various Mss, but to support his 
view of the relationship subsisting between them he has 
adduced none. 

If any one should fabricate the theory, untenable for many 
reasons, that N is derived straight from O, not through X, it 
would still be impossible to maintain that N derives from O the 
readings we have been considering, because, as I have said, 
when two independent witnesses, such as X and Y, consent in 
their testimony to the reading of their archetype, that consent 
outweighs the contrary testimony of a single witness. There 
remains therefore no alternative to the position which I de- 
fend, that N possesses a genuine element not derived from O 
the archetype of AFDY. 


1 Thus in the instance immediately to be quoted, 1v ii 64, only four of the 
thirty-nine mss examined by Mr Hosius have usus, all the rest opus. 
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§ 5. DW better than AFDV in disagreement. 


I now bring forward a certain number of passages where N 
presents a correct reading which is not preserved in A or F or 
D or V but which, by comparing the testimony of AF with 
that of DV, we infer to have existed in their common parent, 
which I call O. The bearing of these phenomena I shall 
discuss after I have exhibited them. 


Liv 21, 22. 


et te circum omnis alias irata puellas 
differet. 


differet Nfv, differt AF, deferet DV. 
Ix 25. 
trritata uenit, quando contemnitur illa. 
wrritata N, irritatura AF, iritata DV. 
I ix 26. 
cum capite hoc Stygiae iam poterentur aquae. 


poterentur N, potarentur F, peterentur DV. 
II xiii 46—50. (Solbisky pp. 167 sq.) 


Nestoris est uisus post tria saecla cinis. 
cui si tam longae minuisset fata senectae 
Gallicus Iliacis miles in aggeribus, 
non aut Antilochi uidisset corpus humari 
diceret aut ‘o mors, cur mihi sera uenis?’ 


Here in v. 47 I have accepted the ‘cui si tam longae’ of 
Liuineius and Santen for the ‘quis tam longaeuae’ of the Mss; 
but whether you read thus, or ‘cui si longaeuae’ with others, 
or even ‘quoi stamen longae’ with Baehrens, makes no differ- 
ence, any more than does the corrupt ‘Gallicus’ of v. 48, to the 
question we are now to consider. minuisset is the reading of 
Nfv, iurauisset of F, meminisset of DV. Now this divergence 
of F and DV makes it plain that, whatever was written by 
Propertius, minwisset was read by O. min-wisset is diplo- 
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matically indistinguishable from iwra-uisset; me-minisset is a 
metrical correction of minisset, i.e. minuisset with its u absorbed 
by the neighbouring ». But because ménuisset is in N 
Baehrens prefers to write renuisset. 


II xxii 6, 
seu uarios tncinit ore modos, 
incinit N, inciit F, inicitt DV. O clearly had inctit = incinit. 
II xxii 22, 
haut umquam est culta labore Venus. 
haut N, hoc F, haud DV. The ¢ of F Spree to indicate a t, 
not a d, in O. 
11 xxx 16. 
hic locus est in quo, tibia docta, sones. 
sones Nf, senes F, sonet DV. 
Ill v 6. 
nec miser aera paro clade, Corinthe, tua. 


clade Nf, pace F, classe DV. Both pace and classe would 
arise more easily from an original clade than either of the two 
would arise from the other. 


11 x 15, 16. 


dein, qua primum oculos cepisti ueste Properti, 
indue. 


dein qua N, denique F, de qua D, te qua V. 
mu xvi 17. 
saeua canum rabies morsus auertit hiantis. 
auertit N, aduertit F, auertat DV. : 


III xxi 5, 6. 


omnia sunt temptata mihi, quacumque fugari 
possit; at ex omni me premit ille deus. 


at Nf, ad F, et DV. 
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Iv v 35, 36. 


ingerat Apriles Iole tibt, tundat Omichle 
natalem Mais idibus esse tuum. 


tibi tundat N, circumdat F, tibi tondat DV. It seems clear 
from the divergence of F and DV that O had what N has, and 
it further seems clear that this rare and idiomatic tundat is 
right: Passeratius quotes Donatus on Ter. hec. 123 ‘tundere est 
saepius idem repetere’. Baehrens adopts contendat, one of 
Heinsius’ many conjectures on this passage; but there is no 
call for the handmaid to maintain this fact or fiction, as if any 
one were disputing it: she has only to din it into the lover's 
ears, lest it be forgotten. 

The following example differs from those above in that the 
reading which N has and O had is not the correct reading but 
an early form of the corruption, 


Iv x 40, 41 (Leo p. 445). 


Belgica cui uasti parma relata ducis 
Virdomari. 


i 
Virtomane N, Dutomani F, Vncomani DV. O had Virto- 
mani: FDV have all corrupted the 77; F has corrupted the V 
and preserved the t; DV have corrupted the ¢ and preserved 
the V. 


What is the source from which N derived these readings ? 
Several answers are possible and therefore none is certain. 

With two exceptions, these readings may have been derived, 
as Baehrens would contend, from conjecture based on a com- 
parison of Mss belonging to the two families AF and DV. The 
two exceptions are the haut of 1 xxii 22, a form which no 
scribe of the early 15th century would dream of introducing; 
and the Virtomani of 1v x 41, which cannot be a conjecture 
as it means nothing. 

Or the readings may have been derived from O, not through 
either of the families AF and DV, but by some such channel as 
the stemmata of Messrs Solbisky, Plessis and Weber display. I 
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have shewn however that those stemmata are on other grounds 
incredible. 

Or, as I think likely, the readings may have been derived from 
that source whose existence I have been demonstrating, Zas I 
call it, a brother-codex of O, here preserving lections which 
were also preserved in O but corrupted in O’s descendants 
AFDV. 

But there is yet another possibility. With two exceptions 
again, N may have derived these readings, as it certainly 
derived much else, from a MS of the family AF, It will be 
observed that in our examples, excepting the two which head 
the list, that family is represented by F alone because A is 
three parts lost. Now F was written by a most ignorant man 
who added many mistakes of his own to those he found in his 
exemplar, so that when A is absent we cannot be sure whether 
the errors F presents are peculiar to itself or belong to its 
family. It is conceivable that if A contained the 2nd 8rd and 
4th books we should find it giving, in the eleven last examples, 
the same reading as N*. But in the two first examples, 1 iv 22 
and x 25 where A is extant, the tradition of the family AF is 
ascertained, and we see that N has not derived its reading 
thence. 

I incline therefore to suppose that N derived these thirteen 
readings from Z, but I have thought myself bound to point out 
that other opinions are tenable. And of course some of the 
thirteen may have come from one source and others from 
another. 


§ 6. W better than O: spelling. 


I now come to deal with a matter in which Baehrens him- 
self is constrained to admit the frequent superiority of N over 
AFDYV, its spelling. This superiority he explains as follows, 
prolegg. p. IX: 

‘in sola re orthographica fieri potest ut libri N testi- 
‘monia singularia fidem mereantur, cum in illa uel fide- 


1 There is room for hope that a collation of Mr Hosius’ Neap. 268 may 
dispel,this doubt. 
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‘lissimi cetera librarii saepius suam secuti sint con- 
‘suetudinem minimeque sibi constiterint. quare in his 
‘Neapolitani scribam haud indoctum certisque usum 
‘normis interdum meliora seruasse non inepte sumes.’ 


On this I remark in the first place that Baehrens’ theory of 
the Mss requires not one such scribe as he here imagines but 
two at the least. For according to him N was not copied 
straight from O but from a descendant of O belonging to the 
family AF: therefore the writer of that Ms too must have been 
‘haud indoctus’ ete. 

But the scribe imagined by Baehrens is such a scribe as 
never was on sea or land. There breathed no man in the 15th 
century, for that is the date to which Baehrens assigns him, 
who knew what he is supposed to have known. Facts about 
Latin orthography which have only been ascertained in 
our own century, facts which are yet unknown to half 
the scholars in Europe, facts which Baehrens himself never 
learnt to his dying day, were in the possession, it appears, of 
this copyist of the renascence. And the man who thus fore- 
stalled in the 15th century the discoveries of the 19th was a 
man who filled his pages with such barbarisms as michi, 
sompnus, contempno, solatia, iocundus and humidus ! 

I shall enumerate the principal instances in which N alone 
gives the true spelling, or gives the better of two spellings, or, 
where two spellings are equally good, gives that one which had 
fallen out of use in the middle ages and was unknown or dis- 
approved at the renascence. I begin with a crucial example. 


IV ix 36. 
et caua succepto flumine palma sat est. 


succepto N, suscepto O. Caper orth. p. 98 Keil ‘suscipimus 
ad animum et mentem refertur, swccipimus corpore’, Velius 
Longus p. 34 ‘aliud est amicum suscipere, aliud aquam suce?- 
pere’. The. distinction laid down in these passages, which I 
borrow from Prof. Nettleship, Journal of Philology vol. x11 p. 
80, is recognised by the Mss of Lucretius at Iv 1250 and v 402 
and of Virgil at Aen. 1 175, Iv 391, and v1 249, where the form 
succipio is employed in the physical sense. But at Aen. x1 806 
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even the capital Mss of Virgil err; and that so late a MS as N 
should preserve the true spots is a trait of singular ex- 
cellence. 

Il iv 5 nequiquam N, nequicquam O; Il xvii 23 nequiquam 
N, nequisquam F, nequicquam DV. 

1vVi7 Tarpetius N, Tarpeius DV, Tarpeus F. The Tarpetius 
of N is a relic of the form Tarpeiius’. 

Iu 3 murra N, mirra AF, myrra V; 11 x 22 murreus N 
mureus O; IV v 26 murrea N, mirrea F, murea DV. 

II v 23 conexos N, connexos O. 

Iv i 13 and iv 63 bucina N, buccina 0. 

III xxii 35 pelice N, pellice O. 

IV viii 79 querellae N, querelae O. 

I xxxiv 68 harundinibus N, arundinibus O; tv ii 33 harun- 
dine N, arundine O. 

III iii 23 harenas N, arenas O. 

II iii 18 ewhantes Nv, euantes DV, eufaues F. 

Ill xiii 24 Huhadne N, Euadne O. 

IV viii 48 et N, het F, heu DV. 

Iv x 47 umeris N, humeris O. 

II xxi 5 temptata N, tentata O. 

II xxvill 56 omnis (acc. plur.) N, oms F, omnes DV. 

II v 13 and vii 35 haut N, haud O. 

II xviii 21 deminuo N, diminuo O. 

It i 22 duplicer N, duplici O. 

III xili 64 eqgum N, equum O; Iv iii 36 equs N, equus O. 

Wl xx 17 pignera Nf, pignora DV, pignita F. 

Iv v 52 saluere Nv, saliere O. 

It xxxiii 1 and I x 31 sollépnia N, solemnia O, telling 
instances against Baehrens because N while correctly peer 
the JJ has‘spelt the rest of the word barbarously. 


§ 7. NV and O equidistant from archetype. 
Here I approach the end of my enquiry into the inde- 
pendent strain of genuine tradition existing in N. The last 


1 So I said in this Journal in 1887: Mr Hosius now finds Tarpeiius in 
Vrb, 641. 
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proofs of its existence which I shall offer are not less cogent 
than any which have gone before, but I have postponed them 
till now because they serve at once to conclude this part of the 
discussion and to introduce the next. Not only do they prove 
that N has a genuine element independent of O but they prove 
equally that O has a genuine element independent of N. They 
are passages where N and O have alike deserted the truth but 
have deserted it by divergent paths: where the reading of O is 
not a further corruption of N, nor the reading of N a further 
corruption of O, but both stand equidistant from their common 
archetype. Here then in closing my defence of N against 
Baehrens I begin my defence of O against Mr Leo. 


IL xxviii 35. 
deficiunt magico torti sub carmine rhombi. 
bombi N, rumbi DV, nimbi F which is merely a further corrup- 


tion of rumbi: rumbi was clearly the reading of O, as again at 
lit vi 26: 


staminea rhombi ducitur ille rota. 
bombi N, rumbi O. Of the archetypal rombi, N has in both 
places changed the first letter but kept the second, O has 
changed the second but kept the first. 
Il vi 3. 
num me laetitia tumefactum fallis inani ? 


non N, dum O, each preserving a part of the truth. 


It xii 14. 
sic redeunt, illis qui cecidere locis. 

si credunt N, si credent O, each omitting one letter. It is diffi- 
cult to say which of several reasons induces Baehrens to write 
st redient: whether that it recedes further from both Mss, or 
that redient is used by no Augustan writer, or that sic redeunt 
is supported by Ovid met. x1 727 sq. ‘sic, 0 carissime coniunx, | 
sic ad me, miserande, redis’. 

It xiv 17. 

qualis et Eurotae Pollux et Castor harenis. 
Journal of Philology. you. xxt. 10 
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habenis Nfv, athenis O: Here N is a trifle nearer the truth 
than O, which has not only altered one letter but transposed 
another. It appears however that the reading in O is separately 
derived from the archetype and is not a corruption of the read- 
ing in N, since t¢ arises much more easily from 7 than from b, 

1V viii 21. 

spectaclum ipsa sedens primo temone pependit. 
ibid. 56. 
spectaclum capta nec minus urbe fuit. 

spectaculum N, spectandum O, in both places. Each scribe had 
spectaclum before him: the one recognised what was meant 
and substituted the common form to the ruin of the ‘metre; 
the other mistook cl for d and substituted the nearest Latin 
word with like disaster to the sense. 

IV viii 39. 

Nile, tuus tibicen erat, crotalistria Phyllis. 
eboralistria N, coralistria O (F has. colistria which comes from 
this by the omission of the compendium for ra). O omits one 
letter and transposes another: N neither omits nor transposes 
but corrupts three letters, writing e for ¢, b for 7, 7 for t. 

To these certain examples I add others which in my opinion 
display the same relationship of the Mss. 


II xviii 5, 6. 
quid mea si canis aetas canesceret annis 
et faceret scissas languida ruga genas ? 


mea si...canesceret N, si iam...mea caneret O. The reading of 
N is usually accepted with Heinsius’ change of canesceret to can- 
desceret. But scientific criticism can hardly come to any other 
conclusion than that canesceret is an attempt to emend the un- 
metrical caneret ; and Bentley did better to accept the reading 
of O with the change of caneret to curreret. I think however 
that I can recover the true texts from Ovid.. This distich is 
followed by the words ‘at non Tithoni spernens Aurora senec- 
tam’ and eleven more lines which treat of that legend: com- 
paring Ovid’s address to Aurora, am, 1 13 41 ‘cur ego plectar 
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amans, si uir tibi marcet ab annis’, and also Luer. 111 946 ‘si 
tibi non annis corpus iam marcet’ and Sil. xv 743 ‘senex 
marcentibus annis’, 1 propose the following’ as best explaining 
what we find in our Mss: 


quid mea si canis aetas marceret ab annis? 


mea caneret comes from marcaberet, i.e. marceret ab with the ab 
transposed : it was absorbed in the following an- and afterwards 
inserted above the line. Now we have to choose between st 
tam and mea si, and must prefer the latter, since mea is needed 
to save the sense from ambiguity. The Propertian archetype 
therefore should seem to have given the verse thus: 


quid mea st canis aetas mea caneret annis? 


O avoids the repetition of mea by writing si tam: N more 
cleverly emends the false quantity at the same time by substi- 
tuting canesceret for mea caneret. 


It ix 9. 
gloria Lysippo est animosa effingere signa. 


effingere N, fingere O. This is a divergency often found in 
Mss, and readily to be explained. It means that Pro- 
pertius wrote ecfingere. In N this has been recognised for 
what it was and has been translated to the commoner form 
effingere. In the other stock ec was corrupted as usual into ef, 
and then this importunate conjunction was omitted.’ Compare 
Hor. epist. 1 10 9 fertis most Mss, effertis Bland. uet., ecfertis 
Pauly ; Ovid met. 1 71 feruescere some MSS, efferuescere others, 
write ecferuescere; Sen. Thy. 988 fluit E, effluit cett., write 
ecflurt. 
ti xiv 19, 20. 
inter quos Helene nudis capere arma papillis 
fertur nec fratres erubuisse deos. 


capere arma papillis N, armata capillis O (F inserts est before 
armata). The papillis of N is of course right: see IV iii 43 
‘felix Hippolyte, nuda tulit arma papilla’. But if capere arma 
was the original there is nothing to account for the armata 


1 Mr Palmer has conjectured marceret et, Heinsius marcesceret. 
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of O, whereas armata will excellently account for capere 
arma: ta was lost in the following pa or ca, and capere 
was inserted to prop the metre. Read then, partly from 
N and partly from O, ‘nudis armata papillis | fertur, 
nec fratres erubuisse deos’, This idiomatic coordination of 
participle with infinitive, ‘fertur armata (esse) nec erubuisse’, 
is not uncommon: compare Ovid fast. 11 551 sq. ‘ bustis ewisse 
feruntur | e¢ tacitae questi tempore noctis aui’, Prop. I x 5 sq. 
‘cum te complexa morientem, Galle, puella | uidimus e¢ longa 
ducere uerba mora’. I must add that O’s good faith is here 
more certain than N’s, for the emendation papillis would not 
be hard to find if the scribe had capillis before him, 


Iv i 11, 12. 


haecne marita fides, hae sunt pactae mihi noctes, 
cum rudis urgenti bracchia uicta dedi ? 


hae sunt pactae mihi DV, et pacate mihi F, et parce auia N. In 
" the reading above and in most of the conjectures proposed, 
such as Haupt’s ‘et pactae in sauia noctes’, it is not so much 
their grossness which I blame, gross though they are, as their 
entire incongruity with the pentameter. As if the bride who 
according to her own account ‘dedit bracchia uicta urgenti’ 
can represent herself as there and then bargaining for ‘ noctes”! 
There remains Mr Lucian Mueller’s ‘pactae et mihi gaudia 
noctis | cum’ cet.: he explains ‘ pactae noctis’ to mean ‘ noctis 
nuptialis’; but the interrogation ‘haecne sunt gaudia noctis 
nuptialis ?’ addressed by Arethusa in Italy to Lycotas in Par- 
thia seems little better than nonsense, and the variations of the 
MSS are not accounted for. Let us try first to find the reading 
of O: when DV have hae sunt pactae mihi and F et pacatae 
mihi, this may mean either that O had hae (et) sunt pacatae 
mihi and that its two apographs tried different ways of com- 
pression, or that it had hae (et) pactae mihi and that its two 
apographs tried different ways of expansion. To decide between 
these alternatives let us turn to the et parce awa of N: the 
reading most like this is et pactae mihi, which therefore I 
suspect to have been the reading of O. -Now for the reading 
of the common archetype of O and N: I suggest that et prae ~ 
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mia stands half way between them, and that Propertius wrote 
‘haecne marita fides et <primae> praemia noctis | cum’ cet., 
primae falling out before praemz: ‘is your desertion the reward 
I merit for my surrender to your embraces ?’ 


Iv iv 9, 10. 
quid tum Roma fuit, tubicen uicina Curitis 
cum quateret lento murmure saza Iouis? 


sawa Nfv, facta O. Here N preserves the right word but O 
indicates that Propertius spelt it /acra. So at Ovid met. II 
326 we find the variants saxum and factum, at XII 567 saxum 
and iactwm, and the explanation I believe to be the same. 


§ 8. O better than N. 


Evidence is now to be adduced which will prove that O in 
its turn is often a more faithful witness than N. Here I shall 
be controverting the assertion of Mr Leo that ‘AFDV [= O] 
omnino nihil ualent’, and I shall have on my side Baehrens 
and, for the most part though not in all details, Mr Solbisky 
and Mr Weber. I shall begin with cases where the reading 
of N is inferior to the reading which, from the consent of the 
two families AF and DV, we know to have been the reading 
of O. The enumeration of these cases will not exhaust the 
merits of O, for there are many places where only AF or only 
DV present the true reading; and in those places we must of 
course conclude that this true reading was found in O, and 
must add those instances to the proofs of O’s superiority over 
N. But such cases will be more conveniently dealt with when 
I come to appraise the relative value of the families AF and 
DV as witnesses to the tradition of O. Let it be borne in mind 
therefore that O is superior to N not only in the passages 
which I now bring forward but in others to which I shall duly 
call attention at a later stage of the enquiry. 

At the head of these passages I set three which have 
peculiar significance. They are passages where the reading 
of O is corrupt and N has corrupted that reading further : 
they therefore prove the superior integrity of O with the same 
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invincible cogency as was possessed by the evidence with which 
I began the defence of N. 
Ill ii 3, 4. 
Orphea detinuisse feras et concita dicunt 
flumina Threicia sustinuisse lyra. 


detinuisse Nv; but clearly neither this nor any compound 
of ‘teneo’ is tolerable with ‘sustinuisse’ in the next line. D 
is also corrupt and gives te tenuisse ; but the consent of F and 
V, witnesses from each family, tells us that O had detenwisse, 
from which we easily elicit the generally received correction 
delenisse. Here then N has made a bad attempt at amending 
the slight and honest error of O. : 
II vi 9. 
sicin eam incomptis uidisti flere capillis? 
sicut eam O, st causa N. The scribe of N had before him the 
sié ed (= sicut eam) of O: he mistook it for si c& (= si causa). 
III xvill 24 (Solbisky p. 176). 
scandenda est torui publica cumba senis. 
tortt O (DF: V is erased), troct N. All editors now read 
torut which is ‘doubtless right; O then errs in one letter only; 
N has corrupted the corruption by changing ¢ to c and trans- 
posing 7. Mr Leo’s ‘scandenda atrocis’ is further even from N 
than torui is. I would not conjecture taetri, though Juvenal 11 
265 writes ‘taetrumque nouicius horret | porthmea’, 
II iii 27. 
non non humani sunt partus talia dona. 


sunt partus O, partus sunt Nf. 


I xxxiv 23. 
sed numquam uitae me fallet ruga seuerae. 
me fallet O, fallet me N. 
These two passages bear striking witness to the sincerity 


of O. Lucretius and Catullus with their contemporaries were 
much enamoured of the heavy and stately rhythm imparted ~ 
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to an hexameter whose fourth foot is a spondee by making 
that spondee consist of a single word: ‘quae mare nauigerum, 
quae terras frugiferentis’, ‘surgere iam tempus, iam pinguis 
linquere mensas’. In the Augustan age fashion changed and 
this rhythm was oftenest avoided: ‘arma uirumque cano, 
Troiae gui primus ab oris’, ‘hanc tua Penelope lento tibi 
mittit, Vlixe’, not ‘qui Troiae’ or ‘tibi lento’. Throughout 
the later literature the Augustan cadence kept its vogue, and 
it was thus more familiar and acceptable to the ears of 
medieval copyists. But the Augustan poets understood well 
enough the value of variety, and they accordingly diversify 
_ their numbers by recurring now and then to the antiquated 
rhythm. Propertius, to believe the consenting testimony of 
our MSS, employs it in fourteen instances where he might 
without detriment to sense or rhetoric—I omit cases where 
either of these would suffer—so have transposed his words as 
to give his usual cadence: I ii 13 ‘ quas pastor uiderat’, iii 5 
‘si posset piscis’, 19 ‘cum temptat carmina’, 33 ‘si flagret 
nostra’, v 1 ‘te ferri Cynthia’, xxiii 7 ‘quos dicit fama’, xxiv 1 
‘iam noto fabula’, xxix 1 ‘cum potus nocte’, 19 ‘iam certos 
spondet’, xxxiv 29 ‘tibi prosunt carmina’, III ix 1 ‘si wersat 
femina’, xviii 1 ‘ qua Judit pontus’, xx 7 ‘sunt castae Palladis’, 
IV vii 89 ‘nox clausas liberat’. But the scribes preferred the 
customary rhythm and sometimes took upon themselves to 
restore it; so we find two passages, noted by Baehrens prolegg. 
p- XIV, where the mss differ: I ix 31 ‘illis et silices et possunt 
cedere quercus’ and If1 i 19 ‘mollia, Pegasides, date westro 
serta poetae’: in these two cases both O and N agree in 
ordering the words as above, while inferior MSS give ‘ possunt 
et’ and ‘uestro date’, Now just as N and O in these two 
cases shew themselves superior to other MSs, so does O in the 
two verses from which I started shew itself superior to N. 


II xxx 21. : 
spargereque alterna communes caede penates. 
spargereque O, spargere et N. Here is a like instance. The 
attachment of que to a short e is eschewed by Virgil and 
Ovid who set the fashion to posterity and accordingly is dis- 


- 
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countenanced by the scribes. But it is Propertian: at IM xxi 
13 both O and N agree in the exact parallel ‘iungiteque 
extremo’; and Tib. 1 3 3-quoted by Burmann has ‘red- 
dereque antiquo’. O then has here preserved a characteristic 
reading in the face of a strong temptation to which N has 
succumbed. 


Il xxxii 33—36. 


ipsa Venus, quamuis corrupta libidine Martis, 
nec minus in caelo semper honesta fuit, 

quamuis Ida [Parim] pastorem dicat amasse 
atque inter pecudes accubuisse deam. 


‘Parim’ is of course corrupt; but we are now concerned with 
v. 33 where O has quamuis, N fertur. There is no more 
open interpolation than fertur in any MS of any author. O 
gives a recondite yet perfectly correct construction of the sort 
which grammarians call hyperbaton or dd xowved: in its most 
natural form the sentence would be ‘ Venus non minus honesta 
fuit quamuis corrupta libidine Martis et quamuis Ida pastorem 
dicat amasse deam’, but since the apodosis appertains equally 
to either protasis it may no less legitimately be placed in 
juxtaposition with the second, in the order ‘Venus, quamuis 
corrupta libidine Martis, et non minus honesta fuit quamuis 
Ida dicat’ etc., an arrangement especially dear to Horace but 
frequent also throughout Latin poetry: then the words ‘et 
non’ are replaced by their equivalent ‘nec’’. But this was 
too subtle for the scribe of N, and he thought to simplify 
matters by substituting fertur, which is indignantly ejected- 
by all modern editors but Mr Palmer who says ‘cur ab 
optimo libro subito desciscam non uideo’: the answer is 
‘quia subito fit pessimus’. Here is the case in a nutshell: 
will quamuis account for fertur? Yes. Will fertwr account 
for quamuis? No. 


74.2. 
unde meus ueniat mollis in ora liber. 


1 It may be that ‘nec minus’=‘et’, case the form of the hyperbaton will 
as at 1 iii 5, xv 7, 1 xxxii 59, in which ~ be simpler. 
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ora O, ore N. The latter though retained by Hertzberg and 
Palmer is incorrect: the Romans, as Burmann observes, said 
‘esse in ore’ (Ovid fast. vi 528, her. xvI 34) but ‘uenire in 
ora’ (Prop. It i 24, ix 32, Catull. 40 5, Hor. epist. 1 3 9). 


sx 7,5, 


nec tantum Niobe bis sex ad busta superbe 
sollicito lacrimans defluit a Sipylo. 


lacrimans O, lacrimas N. Mr Lucian Mueller seems to have 
reason in saying that ‘tam uetusto tamque bono scriptori 
non conuenit uerbum deflendi cum accusatiuo iunctum’, It 
was not until the Augustan age that even ‘mano’ began to be 
thus used: to find a similar employment of ‘fluo’ and its 
compounds Lachmann has to descend to Claudian. lacrimans 
therefore is preferable to lacrimas. The distich however needs 
emendation, and the usual change of superbe to superba does 
not emend it. It is correct to say of a liquid that it ‘defluit 
a monte’, and so it would be correct to say here, as Heinsius 
proposed, ‘nec tantum Niobae (dat.)...lacrimae (gen.) defluit 
a Sipylo’; but a solid body which streams or drips with a 
liquid does not ‘defluere @ monte’ but ‘in monte’ (Sen. Here. 
fur. 390 sq. ‘riget superba Tantalis luctu parens | maestusque 
Phrygio manat in Sipylo lapis’), and ‘ Niobe defluit a Sipylo’ 
cannot be defended. Now Niobe...superbe would in our arche- 
type be the same thing as Niobae...superbae, which indeed some 
of the later Mss restore: I would confine alteration therefore 
to the inappropriate a@ and write ‘nec tantum Niobae bis 
sex ad busta superbae | sollicito lacrimans defluit os Sipylo’. 


Il xxv 41—44. 


uidistis pleno teneram candore puellam, 
uidistis fusco: ducit uterque color. 

uidistis quandam Argiua prodire figura, 
uidistis nostras: utraque forma rapit. 


prodire Nfv, prodente O. The former can be construed and 
the latter can not; but this very fact will seem to favour 
prodente and stamp prodire as a conjecture when one considers 
how unsatisfactory the construable reading is: how inap- 
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propriate is guandam and how ill the singular is opposed 
to the plural nostras. In moret. 32 I find the following 
words which at once confirm prodente and shew us how to 
emend the context: ‘Afra genus, tota patriam testante figura’. 

Write accordingly ‘uidistis patriam Argiuas prodente figura, | 
uidistis nostras’, patriam is no violent alteration, for p is 
much confused with qu, as also is tr with cl (in trudo and 
cludo perpetually) and cl with d. 


i xxx 19, (Solbisky pp. 173—5.) 
num tu, dura, paras Phrygias nunc.ire per undas ? 


nunc tu dura paras DV and so doubtless O: F omits tu. 
Scaliger restored nwm for nune, and it is probable that dwra 
should be altered to dure. But N has the extraordinary and 
meaningless reading non tamen inmerito. These words occur, 
as Mr L. Mueller praef. p. vil has pointed out, in II xix 27 
‘non tamen inmerito Minos sedet arbiter Orci’: the scribe saw 
before him 7¢ tu (= nunc tu) which he mistook for né th (= non 
tamen); the other verse came into his head and he carelessly 
added inmerito instead of dura paras. I could quote many 
similar errors, but let one from the immediate context suffice: 
at 36 D gives ‘ Bistoniis olim rupibus ingemuit’ for ‘accubuit’ 
because 1 i 14 ‘saucius Arcadiis rupibus ingemutt’ was running 
in the copyist’s mind. See then the foundation of sand on 
which Mr Leo constructs his conjecture ‘num tamen ingredior’! 
But although O is clearly faithful and. N corrupt, nevertheless 
to call the latter ‘interpolated’ here with Baehrens is to use 
language at random: its blunder is stupid, but transparently 
honest. 


II xxxiv 29, 30. 


aut quid Crethe: tibi prosunt carmina lecta ? 
nil iuuat in magno uester amore senex. 


Crethei O, Erechti N, whence v invents Hrechthei, and this 
absurd conjecture has become the common reading. Absurd I 
call it, because ‘the old Athenian poet’ designates no one in 
the world. No city was ever so rich in poets as Athens, and 
all her greatest poets lived to old age. Now LHrechti, which has | 
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prompted this foolish guess, is simply a disarrangement of the 
seven letters which form Crethei and which O has kept in their 
proper order. And Crethei is the medieval way of spelling 
- Cretaei: the person designated is the philosopher Epimenides, 
just the poet whom the philosopher Lynceus would study, and 
certainly one who ‘nil iuuat in amore’. But there is one word 
more to say: whether we write Cretaei or Hrechthei, Propertius 
could use neither of these words as a substantive, and the 
substantive must be sought in lecta. I believe that Mr Palmer 
has discovered it: plectri: compare Sil. vit 596 ‘Smyrnacis 
aemula plectris’ = rivalling Homer. 


II xxxiv 31, 32. 


tu satius musis memorem imitere Philetam 
et non inflati somnia Callimachi. 


musis memorem O, memorem musis N. Both readings are 
meaningless but O’s is unmetrical into the bargain: probably 
therefore it is the more genuine of the two and N gives an 
attempt at correction. The simplest emendation no doubt is 
the Musis meliorem (=meliorem Musarum iudicio) found in 
some interpolated Mss; but meliorem is tautological after 
satius, and we seem rather to require an epithet balancing the 
‘non inflati’ of the pentameter, which shall indicate. some 
characteristic of these erotic poets distinguishing them from 
the philosophical or epic or tragic writers whom Lynceus has 
studied hitherto: this is one reason for rejecting Jacob’s 
ingenious Meropem musis based on N. A very slight change 
then will be Santen’s lewiorem: ‘leuis’ is almost a technical 
description of amatory verse: II xii 22 ‘haec mea Musa leuis’: 
musis then means ‘carminibus’ as in Verg. buc. I 2 and often 
elsewhere. No wider alteration is needed, for the construction 
‘satius imitere’ for ‘satius est ut imitere’ is well defended with 
examples by Mr L. Mueller. 


III i 23, 
omma post obitum fingit maiora wetustas. 


omnia...uetustas O, fame...uetustae N, which seems to be a 
mere blunder: the reading of O is irreproachable, and no 
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editor has accepted or is likely to accept Mr Heimreich’s con- 
jecture ‘fama post obitum fiunt maiora uetusta’. Perhaps too 
the following fact speaks for O: Friedlaender, Martial p. 81, 
tells us that Martial’s ms Q (Arondellianus Gronouii) at v 10 
gives in the margin a distich whose origin he does not appear 
to recognise : ‘omnia post fatum fingit maiora uetustas: | maius 
ab exsequiis nomen in ora uenit.’ That Ms belongs to the 15th 
century, so that the quotation may have been made from 
memory by a scribe who had read Propertius in one of the 
codices descended from O; but on the other hand the variant 


fautum for obitum may indicate some source independent of O 
and N alike. 


III vii 43—46. 


quod si contentus patrios boue uorteret agros 
uerbaque duxisset pondus habere mea, 

uiueret ante suos dulcis conuiua penates, 
pauper, at in terra nil wbi flere potest ? 


So N. This reading can only be punctuated as above and 
explained with Mr Palmer ‘poor I grant, but wheré in the 
world is it possible to have no cause of sorrow?’ In another 
poem the words might have that sense; but this elegy is 
devoted to contrasting the security of the land with the risks 
of the sea, and ‘terra’ must here perforce mean ‘dry land’ and 
nothing else: it is impossible without ruinous ambiguity to use 
‘ubi in terra’ or even ‘in terris’ for ‘ubi gentium’. Other 
critics, that ‘terra’ may have its due meaning, write ‘pauper, 
at in terra, nil ubi flare potest’, ‘where blowing is powerless’, 
others again ‘nil ubi, Cauwre, potes’; from all which one turns 
with some impatience to the reading of O. This is nisi instead 
of ubi; and Baehrens has founded on it one of the finest cor- 
rections ever made in this poet’s text: ‘pauper, at in terra nil 
nisi fleret opes’, ‘poor I grant, but on dry land his poverty 
would have been his only grief’. ‘opes’ is one of those words 
which the grammarians call wéoa: it takes its colour from the 
context and means ‘riches’ or ‘poverty’ as that requires: for 
the latter sense, overlooked by lexicographers, see Ovid fast. 111 
56 ‘nec taceam uestras, Faustule pauper, opes’, 11 302, Ibis 420. 
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The error in all our Mss arose from the transposition ‘flerepotes’: 
nist and whi are confused at Cic. de fin. 11 14 44 and Luc. 
Ix 578. 


III xi 25. 


duxit et Euphraten medium quam condidit arces. 


Semiramis building Babylon is the theme. O has quam 
without sense: N gives qua which is generally read. But 
‘duxit medium qua condidit’ is a vague and clumsy expression, 
and far inferior to what Baehrens following MHeinsius has 
restored from the reading of O: ‘medium, quam condidit, 
arcis’, ‘through the midst of the stronghold she built’: the 
arrangement of the words, for which compare Ovid met. XIII 
916 ‘innitens, quae stabat proxima, moli’, laid a trap for the 
copyists. 


III xiii 55, 56. 


te scelus accepto Thracis Polymestoris auro 
nutrit in hospitio non, Polydore, tuo. 


tuo O, pio N. Baehrens rightly accepts tuo, the idiomatic 
use of the possessive pronoun in the sense of ‘fausto’. Of two 
readings which are equally good we prefer the less obvious. 


Ill xiv 27, 28. 


non Tyriae uestes errantia lumina fallunt 
est neque odoratae cura molesta domi. 


odoratae O, adoratae N. The reading of N was retained only 
by Hertzberg, who himself believed in it so little that he offered 
in its stead two or three conjectures too absurd for mention. 
Canter’s correction ‘odoratae c. m. comae’ is now generally 
accepted, and the following facts seem to render it certain: 
Ovid, who in fast. 11 3857 has imitated the hexameter with 
‘fallentes lumina uestes’ and employs ‘odoratae...comae’ at 
ars 11 734, evidently imitates the whole couplet when in med. 
form. 18 sq. he writes ‘uultis inaurata corpora ueste tegi, | uultis 
odoratos positu uariare capillos’. 
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Ill xxii 1I—14. 


tuque tuo Colchum propellas remige Phasim 
Peliacaeque trabis totum iter ipse legas, 

qua rudis Argoa natat inter saxa columba 
in faciem prorae pinus adacta nouae. 


Argoa N, with which the editors have found no fault; nor 
is it indefensible, though the ‘ Peliaca trabs’ and the ‘pinus’ 
are none other than Argo, so that the sentence virtually 
amounts to ‘natat Argo, Argoa columba duce’. But we look 
rather for some such epithet as ‘Iasonia’; and we find it in 
the Argea of O. Argeus is ’Apyetos the adjective of “Apyos, 
that is, not of to” Apyos Argos the city but of o “Apyos Argus 
the builder of Argo. And here is strong confirmation: Pro- 
pertius at II xxvi 39 sq. has these words, ‘uenti...qui mouistis 
montis duo, cum ratis Argo | dux erat ignoto missa columba 
mari’. The editors could not construe this, and altered Argo 
to the genitive Argus; but Mr Ellis (Univ. Coll. prof. dissert. 
1872—8) has pointed out that Argo is "Apy, the dative of 
Argus, who not only built the vessel but had it under his care 
throughout the voyage: Val. Fl. 1 477 ‘Arge, tuae tibi cura 
ratis’. When these two passages, with the ‘columba’ in each of 
them, are set side by side, it seems to be placed beyond pos- 
sibility of doubt that Argea is the truth. 


III xxiii 11—15. 


forsitan haec illis fuerint mandata tabellis: 
‘irascor, quoniam es, lente, moratus heri. 
‘an tibi nescio quae uisa est formosior? an tu 
‘non bona de nobis carmina ficta iacis?’ 
aut dixit ‘uenies hodie, cessabimus una’, 


fuerint N and editors, even Baehrens; fwerant O. Now 
Propertius twice (II ix 22, xv 54) has ‘forsitan’ with the in- 
dicative; in a third place (111 xx 6) the Mss are divided 
between indicative and subjunctive; here they are divided 
again. It seems then that in both these last places we ought 
to follow those Mss which give the indicative. But in this 
passage there is more to be said; for observe that in v. 15 he 
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goes on ‘aut dixit’: that surely settles the question. It is of 
course possible that Propertius wrote fuerunt. 


III xxiii 19, 20. 


me miserum, his aliquis rationem scribit auarus, 
et ponit duwras inter ephemeridas. 


duras O, diras N with ludicrous over-emphasis. 


Iv v 57, 58. 


qui uersus, Coae dederit nec munera uestis, 
istius tibi sit surda sine arte lyra. 


arte O, aere N. ‘surda sine arte’, says Lachmann, ‘nihil 
significat’. It signifies ‘unmusicianly and so tuneless’: compare 
Lucr. v 841 ‘muta sine ore etiam, sine uoltu caeca’, ‘mouthless 
and so dumb’, ‘eyeless and so blind’. aere looks very pretty as 
long as one does not attend to the context, and is adopted by 
most editors since Lachmann. See. the result: ‘if a lover 
brings you verses only and no Coan robe, deem his lyre 
‘tuneless—wunless he brings you money’! To have said ‘qui 
munera non dederit, istius surda sit lyra sine muneribus’ 
would have been clumsy iteration but nothing worse: in 
‘qui uwestem non dederit, istius surda sit lyra sine aere’ 
absurdity is superadded. 


IX x 45. 
haec spolia in templo tria condita. 


haec O (DF: V is erased), nunc N. He has related the 
stories of ‘arma de ducibus trina recepta tribus’, and haec is 
very appropriate in summing up at the end: nunc is at best 
superfluous. 

Five passages follow in which words or verses omitted by N 
are preserved by O. 


Il xxxiv 81—84. 


non tamen haec ulli uenient ingrata legenti, 
siue in amore rudis siue peritus erit, 

nec minor his animis aut sim minor ore canorus 
anseris indocto carmine cessit olor, 
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N omits minor ore canorus. The explanation doubtless is 
that the scribe saw that the line was nonsense and desisted 
from finishing it. That the words are substantially genuine is 
not doubted by the editors: an interpolator would have given 
us something easier. Let us try to emend the verse: the poet 
has been praising the bucolics and georgics of Virgil: he now 
proceeds ‘but yet light poems such as I write will please all 
readers, lovers or no; nor —’ then comes the corruption. The 
sense, it is generally recognised, must be ‘nor is Virgil less: 
inspired (minor animis) in poems of this kind than in his more 
important works’: the simplest restoration seems to be the 
following, ‘nec minor hic (=in his scriptis: ef. haee in v. 81) 
animis, ut sit minor ore, canorus | anseris indocto carmine cessit 
olor’, ‘and the melodious swan, displaying equal genius though 
less stately diction in these light verses, has not retired with the 
tuneless strain of a goose’. hic is printed by accident in 
Lachmann’s second edition. 


III ix 35, 
non ego uelifera tumidum mare findo carina. 


This verse is omitted by N, but the editors rightly retain it. 
The only handle it gives to objectors is findd, the earliest 
example in Latin poetry of a spondee transformed into a 
trochee by the shortening of a final o, But every change 
must have a beginning; and it is in Propertius that we might 
expect to find the fashion started which becomes common in 
Ovid: thus his elder contemporaries Horace and Tibullus with 
their Polid and desind are the first who by a similar shortening 
transform cretics into dactyls. I may further point out that 
Ovid seems to imitate this verse in met. xv 719 ‘hue ubi 
ueliferam nautae aduertere carinam’ and ex Pont. m1 2 67. 
‘cum duo welifera iuuenes uenere carina’, and pseudo-Ovid in 
her. XV 31 sq. ‘nec me crede fretum merces portante carina | 


jindere’. 
A. E. HOUSMAN. 


(To be continued.) 


THE MANUSCRIPTS OF PROPERTIUS (continued). 


Im x 15—18. 


dein, qua primum oculos cepisti ueste Properti, 
indue, nec uacuum flore relinque caput. 

et pete, qua polles, ut sit tibi forma perennis, 
inque meum semper stent tua regna caput. 


N omits the second distich for a plain reason: the two 
pentameters end with the same word and begin with two words 
almost the same, and the scribe’s eye glanced from the one to 
the other. No doubt is cast on the lines by the recurrence of 
caput, a negligence very common in Roman elegy: see p. 187. 


lil xi 57, 58. 


septem urbs alta iugis toti quae praesidet orbi 
femineas timuit territa Marte minas ? 


N omits the pentameter. 
IV iii 7. 
te modo uiderunt iteratos Bactra per ortus. 


So O: N omits the three last words. It is admitted I think 
by all critics but N’s most fanatical devotee Mr Heimreich that 
this can be no interpolation: Mr Solbisky p. 181 well asks 
‘quomodo librarius, si in exemplari suo nihil nisi te modo 
uiderunt tteratos inuenisset, in uoces illas satis quidem quaesitas 
incidere potuit? O then is better than N; but the line can 
hardly be right as it stands. For an explanation of ‘ iteratos per 
ortus’ some’refer us with extreme irrelevance to Ovid fast. vI 
199 ‘mane ubi bis fuerit Phoebusque tterawerit ortus’: Pro- 
pertius then makes a wife in Rome write to her husband in 
Parthia and tell him that he has recently been at Bactra for 
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two days! Others take ‘ortus’ for the East and ‘iteratos’ for — 
‘iterum peragratos’ comparing Hor. carm. 17 32 ‘cras ingens 
iterabimus aequor’; but the one phrase is no warrant for the 
other, and the meaning, even if possible, is most obscure: 
Mr L. Mueller has reason for saying of this passage ‘nec uero 
quisquam satis expediuit’. The true reading I suspect to be 
‘te modo Jturaeos uiderunt Bactra per arcus’: compare Verg. 
georg. 11 448 ‘ Jtwraeos taxi torquentur in areus’, Luc. vil 230 
‘Ituraeis cursus fuit inde sagittis’, 514 sq. ‘tune et Jturaet 
Medique Arabesque, soluto | arcu turba minax, nusquam rexere 
sagittas’, bell. Afr. 20 ‘ sagittarvis...Ituraeis’. 

I conclude with a selection of examples in which the error 
of N is obvious and undefended. They are of no great signific- 
ance, but deserve mention among the other instances of O’s 
frequent superiority. 


II xxxii 8: tibi me credere turba uetat: uetat O, uocat N: 
none will propose uotat. If xxxiili 9: cum te iussit habere - 
puellam cornua Juno: Juno O, humo N. wt i 36: illum post 
cineres auguror ipse diem: diem O, deae N. Ul v 7: o prima 
infelix fingenti terra Prometheo: fingenti O, frangenti N. 
lI ix 37: non flebo in cineres arcem sedisse: flebo O, phebo N. 
III xiii 33, 34: his tum blanditiis furtiua per antra puellae | 
oscula siluicolis empta dedere uiris: antra O, rara N. UI 
xvi 9: peccaram semel, et totum sum pulsus in annum: pulsus 
O, portus N. Iv ix 38: Alciden terra recepta uocat: recepta O, 
suscepta N. 


§ 9. O better than N: spelling. 


I give separately the cases where O shews itself N’s superior 
in matters orthographical. 

1 xv 20, xxii 6, 111 xiv 5,1V iv 28, vii 66 and viii 67 bracchia 
O, brachia N. 

II xxviii 23 Calisto O, Callisto N: see Baehrens in 
Fleckeisen’s annual for 1883, p. 787. 

11 xiv 2 Lawmedontis O, Laomedontis N. 

Iv i 108 petunda O, petenda N. 

Ill xvii 5 mortalis~(ace. plur.) O, mortales N. 
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§ 10. Doubt between N and 0. 


Further evidence redounding to the credit of O and the 
discredit of N will be forthcoming, as I said above, when we 
treat of the two families AF and DV. But we are already in a 
position to weigh with perfect impartiality the testimony of N 
and O where they conflict; and I will here examine certain 
passages in which it is hard to decide between them. 


I villi 43—46. 
nune mihi summa licet contingere sidera palmis: 
siue dies seu nox uenerit, illa mea est; 


nec mihi riualis certos subducit amores: 
ista meam norit gloria canitiem. 


certos Nf and V, with which no fault can be found. But the 
reading of O was something quite different, for AF have 
swmmos and D somnus: V, which as I shall shew in an appendix 
has been much tampered with, is not a witness to be believed 
against these three MSs when we are enquiring what stood in O. 
Now it is possible that certos may be right and that the swmma 
of v. 43 may have caused an error summos in v. 45. But it is 
equally possible that swmmos is the corruption and certos the 
gloss of jirmos, which Mr Rossberg proposes to restore: see 
Ovid ars 11 385 ‘hoc firmos soluit amores’. firmos is virtually 
the same thing as /amos from which somnus arises by the 
- transposition of the vowels: it is identical in meaning with 
certos but much less frequent in elegiac poetry, and the more 
familiar word may have been written above as an explanation; 
or certos may be a mere conjecture in lieu of swmmos, suggested 
by 1 xxix 19 ‘iam certos spondet amores’. 


i vili 1I—13. 
ergo tam multos nimium temerarius annos, 
improba, qui tulerim teque tuamque domum, 
ecquandone tibi liber sum uisus ? 
qui O, perhaps rightly: gwin N, from which Mr Lucian 
Mueller, perhaps rightly, elicits gum. 
11—2 


164 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 
II xili 58. 
nam mea guid poterunt ossa minuta loqui ? 


quid O, qui N, between which there is nothing to choose; 
but Mr Mueller points out that at Ivi86N gives qui where 
quid is necessary : a fact which shakes its witness here. 


II xviii 21, 22. 


quin ego deminuo curam, quod saepe Cupido 
nunc malus esse solet, cui bonus ante fuit. 
nunc O, huic Nfv: I prefer the latter, but either-is de- 
fensible. 


II xxviii 21. 
Andromede monstris fuerat monstrata marinis. 


monstrata O, an obvious corruption caused by monstris. 
deuota Nfv, which we may hope to be the genuine reading, like 
the includere which in similar circumstances Nv preserve at 
II xxxiv 43 against the componere of O. But here we have no 
such confirmation as is there supplied by the words I quoted 
from Gellius, and our hope is no more than a hope: we have 
learnt than N is not free from interpolation. 


II xxxiv 1, 2. 


cur quisquam faciem dominae non credit amori ? 
sic erepta mihi paene puella mea est. 


non credit O, iam credat Nfv. Propertius reproaches his 
friend Lynceus for making love to Cynthia. Clearly then the 
reading of O is nonsense ; and N’s is no better till amort has 
been changed with the Italians into amico, for no lover was 
ever so foolish as knowingly to trust his mistress ‘ amori’, i.e. to 
one who is in love with her. Supposing that amico is a true 
correction one may either accept iam credat, or may regard 
non credit as a corruption of nunc credit (Postgate) or of con- 
credit: this hypothesis will explain iam credat as an attempt at 
correction while the other will hardly explain non credit; yet 
wam is favoured by v. 24 ‘omnes iam norunt quam sit amare 
bonum’, But amico with all the readings which contain 
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it is open to the objection that though ‘credere dominam 
amico’ is an excellent phrase, the phrase ‘credere faciem 
dominae amico’ is not so easy to accept; and it may be that 
we ought rather to prefer with Baehrens the non credit of 
O and alter amori with v into amari: the confusion of amare 
and amore is frequent in our Mss. The sense will be then ‘why 
does any lover shut his eyes to the fact that his mistress’ face 
makes others fall in love with it?’ Yet again it must be 
admitted that ‘cur quisquam...credit amico’ leads up better to 
the ‘nemo est in amore fidelis’ of v. 3; and I for my part am 
altogether at a loss to decide between the various readings. 


II xxxiv 39, 40. 


non Amphiaraeae prosint tibi fata quadrigae 
aut Capanei magno grata ruina [oui. 


The simplest amendment of the hexameter is to strike out 
non with Munro and make the sentence interrogative: see a 
similar corruption at II xii 35, atque hinuli for hinulet. In the 
pentameter N has magno, O omits it. Now magno is well 
enough, and Propertius writes ‘magno...Ioui’ at 11 xxxii 60, 
but it is hard to see why it should fall out; and there is more 
diplomatic probability about Heinsius’ irato: this word is a 
_ good deal confused, as at I vi 10, with ingrato, which would 
easily be lost between 7 and grata; and it manifestly has more 
peculiar appropriateness than magno, which may have been 
suggested to an interpolator by 11 xxxii 60 quoted above: Ovid 
Ibis 469 sq. referring to Capaneus writes ‘aut Jouis infesti telo 
feriare trisulco | ut satus Hipponoo’. It is however uncertain 
whether Propertius would venture to elide this diphthong in 
a Greek name. Seeing that even before a short syllable he 
employs the very rare elision of a long Greek vowel in II 
xxvili 19 ‘Ino etiam’, he may be thought capable of eliding 
before a long syllable even the diphthong, which after all is 
not a Greek diphthong: but it is perhaps safest to suspend 
judgment. 7 


Ill v 39. 


sub terris sint iura deum et tormenta gigantum. 
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gigantum is given by O, omitted by N. Haupt (ind. lectt. 
Berlin 1854—5) raises some factitious objections to the presence 
of ‘gigantes’ in hell, and then proceeds to demolish them by 
quoting Stat. Theb. Iv 533 and vit 42, to which Ellis adds Sil. 
xu 590. But Haupt goes on to say with some truth that 
‘iura deum’ and ‘ tormenta’ point in another direction. When 
Propertius grows old he says he will turn philosopher and 
enquire whether what we hear about hell is true ‘an ficta in 
miseras descendit fabula gentis | et timor haut ultra quam 
rogus esse potest’: now the tales which strike terror into man- 
kind are not so much the punishments of the giants but — 
rather of human malefactors: the bad man fears the doom 
which has overtaken other bad men. Haupt therefore accepted 
Lobeck’s conjecture nocentum, which seems an improvement to 
the sense but explains neither the blank in N nor the gigantum 
of O. If the scruple suggested above be thought sufficient 
cause for deserting O, I would rather propose reorum: let this 
be corrupted to deorum and the scribes will have before them 
the manifestly absurd phrase ‘iura dewm et tormenta deorwm’: 
small wonder that one of them should omit the last word and 
the other should substitute the antithetic name gigantwm. The 
expression ‘tormenta reorum’ is employed in the same con- 
nexion at Ovid Ibis 187. 


Ill vii 25, 26. 


reddite corpus humo, positague in gurgite uita 
Paetum sponte tua, uilis harena, tegas. 


So O: ‘posita est in gurgite uita’ N, which is rather abrupt 
and perhaps less pleasing. 


Ill xii 1—4, 


Postume, plorantem potuisti linquere Gallam 
miles et Augusti fortia signa sequi? 
tantine ulla fuit spoliati gloria Parthi, 
ne facias, Galla multa rogante tua ? 


facias O, faceres Nfv: either is defensible, according as we 
take potuisti and fuit to be true perfects or past aorists. 


* 
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I xiii 51—54, 
torrida sacrilegum testantur limina Brennum, 
dum petit intonsi Pythia regna dei. 
at mons laurigero concussus uertice diras 
Gallica Parnasus spargit in arma niues. 


mons...diras Nv, mow...duras O. diras of course is right: 
of mons and mow I incline to the latter as more significant. 


Ill xvi 7. 
at si haec distulero nostro mandata timore. 
So O, distulero haec N: either elision is admissible, and a 
modern ear is incapable of judging which an ancient would 
prefer. 
Ill xxiv 28. 
tu bene conueniens non sinis esse iugum. 
esse O, ire Nv. If esse is right, ‘iugum’ will mean the 
yoke; if ire, the yoke-fellows. I see nothing to choose. 
Iv i 73, 74. 
accersis lacrimas cantans: awersus Apollo: 
poscis ab inuita uerba pigenda lyra. 


auersus Nv, adversus O: the two words come to the same 
thing, though perhaps aversus harmonises better with ‘inuita’. 


IV iv 57, 58. 
si minus, at raptae non sint impune Sabinae: 
me rape, et alterna lege repende uices. 


So O: N has ne: ‘at, raptae ne sint impune Sabinae, me 
rape’ is smoother than the other reading; yet it may be said 
that the somewhat rare and poetical use of non in prohibition 
(cf. Ovid ars 111 133) is less likely to have come from a scribe. 


Iv vii 19, 20. 


saepe Venus triuio commissa est: pectore mixto 
fecerunt tepidas pectora nostra uias. 


pectora O, which cannot be right after ‘pectore’ and may 
have come thence: pallia Nv (palia f) which may be a mere 
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conjecture and if so is a most miserable one. Mr Rossberg 
building on pectora proposes corpora which is often confused 
with that word and may be true. On pallia is based the 
conjecture proelia mentioned by Mr Luetjohann, which perhaps 
is no less probable; for the objection that the word is in- 
appropriate to a stealthy encounter does not seem very heavy, 
and it is worth noting that in [Tib.] Iv 3 3 where the best Ms 
gives praelia the others have pectore. 


THE DESCENDANTS OF O, 


§11. DV better than AF. 


I shall now examine the respective value of the families AF 
and DV as witnesses to the reading of their common parent O. 
In the cases about to be considered N exhibits the presence of 
no element independent of O but agrees with one or other of 
the two families AF and DV or with one or more of those four 
Mss: oftenest with AF or, where A is wanting, with F, but 
frequently also with DV against F or AF. The nature and 
significance of its vacillation will appear in the course of the 
enquiry ; but the chief aim proposed in this part of my treatise 
is to shew that the families AF and DV are practically equal in 
value, and that if we would discover the reading of O we can 
dispense with neither. 

And first I will take the places in which DV shew them- 
selves superior to AF. We shall find, as I said, that N agrees 
more often with AF than with DV; and in every case where 
this happens, and DV are right, one more instance is added to 
those already collected in which O is superior to N. 

In maintaining the value of DV I am at one with Baehrens, 
with Mr Solbisky, and probably with all post-Baehrensian — 
critics but Mr Leo. 


I ii 26: uni si qua placet, culta puella sat est: culta DVN, 
una AF’: c was absorbed by ¢, leaving ulta. 


1ii 29. unica nec desit iucundis gratia dictis. 
dictis DV, uerbis AFN. The superior vigour of dictis is evident ; 
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and the question is settled by Ovid’s imitation met, XI 127 
‘neque abest facundis gratia dictis ’. 


Tiv 9,10: nedum, si leuibus fverit collata figuris, | inferior 
duro iudice turpis eat: fuerit...eat DVN, fuerat...erat AF. 
I viii 1: tune igitur demens, nec te mea cura moratur? cura 


DVN, culpa AF. 
I viii 7, 8. 
tu pedibus teneris positas fulcire pruinas, 
tu potes insolitas, Cynthia, ferre niues ? 


pruinas DV, ruinas AFN. Because Lucretius has ‘ruina gran- 
dinis’, Virgil and Silius ‘caeli ruina’, and Valerius Flaccus 
‘ruina poli’, Scaliger should not have inferred that ‘ positas 
ruinas’ without any such genitive can mean fallen snow; and 
so Gronovius observes. The corruption is due to ‘fulcire’: see 
Luc. vill 528 ‘ potes Magni fulcire ruinam.,’ 


I viii 17—20. 


sed, quocumque modo de me, periura, mereris, 
sit Galatea tuae non aliena uiae; 

ut te, felici praeuecta Ceraunia remo, 
accipiat placidis Oricos aequoribus. 


So read AF'N, and thereby confer on the past participle ‘ prae- 
uecta’ the absolutely solecistic sense ‘O thou who art about to 
sail by’. Some would escape this solecism by means of another, 
and take the vocative ‘praeuecta’ as an accusative ‘ praeuec- 
tam’, a device which Mr Vahlen, ‘ueber zwei Elegien des Pro- 
pertius’ Berlin 1882, p. 9, seeks to defend by a collection of 
passages partly misunderstood and all irrelevant. These I pass 
by: the nearest parallel I myself can find, and it is quite 
inadequate, is Luc. v 231 ‘secreta tenebis | litoris Euboici 
memorando condite busto’, an incorrect expression into which 
the poet has been betrayed by the common practice of employ- 
ing, for metrical convenience, vocative instead of nominative in 
such apostrophes as Stat. Theb. tv 620 sq. ‘funera belli | pande 
uel infensus vel res miserate tuorum’: a practice so common 
that the distinction between the two cases is at length ob- 
literated, and ‘tenebis condite’, which strictly interpreted is 
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nonsense, since the person addressed is not yet buried nor dead, 
comes to be exactly the same as ‘tenebis conditus’. But 
there exists no practice of substituting vocative for accusative 
which should lure Propertius into writing ‘te, praeuecta, 
accipiat’ for ‘te praeuectam accipiat’: hence all the best critics 
of the author have held this verse to be corrupt and essayed to 
amend it; and amongst them Eldick at the end of the last 
century proposed utere for ut te: ‘praeuecta’ then becomes 
nominative and at the same time Latin: for ‘utere remo’ 
compare Ovid trist. I 1 91 ‘remis utaris’, ex Pont. 11 6 37 ‘remo 
tamen utor in aura’. We now learn that wtere is the reading 
of D and evidently was the reading also of V which at present 
has ut te with the second ¢ in an erasure and with another erasure 
between the two words; and since Baehrens’ publication of 
this fact in 1880 the new reading is well on its way towards 
acceptance. The omission of ‘te’ in the next verse, whether 
we like it or no, is quite Propertian: Mr Solbisky compares 
I vi 22 ‘nam tua non aetas umquam cessauit amori, | semper 
at armatae cura fuit patriae’ sc. tibi. 


I viii 27. hic erit, hic iurata manet: rumpantur iniqui. 


ertt DV, erat AFN. Mr Palmer alone reads erat, which, he 
says, means ‘she was here all the while’. It does; but that is 
why all other critics reject it. 


I1xil5. ut solet amoto labi custode puella. 


amoto DV, amota AFN. The latter, accepted by Haupt and 
Palmer, is shewn by the context to be unsuitable: ‘custos’ 
means here a jealous lover like the poet himself. 


1 xii 10: lecta Prometheis diwdit herba iugis: diwidit 
DVN, diwitis AF. 1 xiii 5: dum tibi deceptis augetur fama 
puellis: fama DVN, forma AF. 1 xiii 7, 8: perditus in 
quadam tardis pallescere curis | incipis: perditus DVN, queritis 
AF. 1 xiii 16: et flere iniectis, Galle, diu manibus: iniectis 
DV, inlectis N, in lectis AF, 1 xvi 18: quid mihi tam duris 
clausa taces foribus? tam DV, iam AFN. 1 xix 10: Thessalis 
antiquam uenerat umbra domum: Thessalis DV, Thessalus 
AFN. ; 
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1xx 1l. nympharum cupidas semper defende rapinas. 


cupidas semper DV, semper cupidas AFN. Propertius prefers 
that order which places the substantive in one half of the 
hexameter and its adjective in the other. 


I xx 13, 14: ne tibi sit, durum, montes et frigida saxa, | 
Galle, neque expertos semper adire lacus: frigida DVN, 
turbida AF. 


I1v 3. haec merui sperare? dabis mzht, perfida, poenas. 


mihi DV, mi FN. Propertius never uses the latter form except 
under metrical necessity. 


Ir ix 11, 12. 


et dominum lauit maerens captiua cruentum 
appositum flauis in Simoenta uadis. 


appositum DV, propositum FN.  Briseis is laving the dead 
body of Achilles. Before we judge between the two readings 
we must remove a difficulty common to both. For ‘in Simo- 
enta’ Passeratius refers us to the phrase ‘in possessionem esse’, 
and he might add i ix 6 ‘in partes...fuisse tuas’; but this 
Roman vulgarism is confined to native inflexions, and its exten- 
sion to Greek forms is a thing unheard of. Guietus therefore 
proposed ‘apposito...Simoente’ and Paley ‘ad Simoenta’: it 
suffices to write ‘Simoente’ without further change, leaving the 
accusative participle, the cause of the error, to agree with 
‘dominum’. Now with appositum the construction will be 
‘dominum flauis uadis appositum lauit in Simoente’, which 
seems irreproachable sense. But propositum has no fit meaning 
and apparently has never found any partisans but Perreius 
and Mr Palmer, the latter of whom adduces the damaging 
citation Ovid trist. m1 9 29, where we read how Medea 
exposed on a rock the mangled limbs of Absyrtus. The 
corruption is easy to explain: the initial a was torn away with 
the margin or left blank for the rubricator, and ppositum was 
then mistaken for » positum. 


I x 21, 22: ut caput in magnis ubi non est tangere 
signis | ponitur hic imos ante corona pedes: hic DV, hac FN. 
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11 xi 1, 2: scribant de te alii, ne sis ignota, licebit ; | laudet, 
qui sterili semina ponit humo: laudet DV, ludet FN. 1 xiii 24: 
plebei paruae funeris exequiae: exequiae DV, obsequiae FN; - 
but in N the mistake is corrected by the same hand which 
made it. II xv 8: sicine, lente, iaces? lente DV, lecte FN. 


II xvi 11, 12. 


Cynthia non sequitur fasces nec curat honores: 
semper amatorum ponderat dla sinus. 


illa DV, wna FN. These words are both of them easily con- 
founded with uwlla and therefore with one another: all we have 
to consider in choosing is the sense; and the sense of zlla is not 
and cannot be impugned. But wna is in the worshipped Nea- 
politanus; and it is accordingly accepted both by Mr Palmer, 
though he appears to apprehend correctly its irrelevant meaning 
(‘Cynthia is not lured by the pomp of office: it is the purse 
of her lovers that she always weighs with unrivalled accuracy’), 
and by Mr Vahlen, who, justly intolerant of this, chooses, 
rather than take the faultless cla, to construe wna as ace. 
plur. mase. agreeing with ‘sinus’ (Monatsbericht der Konig]. 
Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, 7 April 1881, pp. 
342 sqq.). 


II xxiii l, 2. 


cui fuit indocti fugienda semita uulgi, 
ipsa petita lacu nunc mihi dulcis aqua est. 


Sugienda DV, fugienda et FN. ‘et uerum est’ writes Mr Palmer ; 
‘etiam semitam qua utebatur uulgus Propertius dicit sibi 
fugiendam fuisse’: i.e. Propertius says ‘I, who formerly held 
that amours even with low women (much more then with 
ladies) were to be shunned, now find pleasure in amours with 
the lowest’. Because this is incoherent in itself and subverts 
the argument of the poem, in which Propertius explains why, 
having formerly consorted with ladies, he now consorts with 
low women instead, other editors alter et to haec; but it cannot 
be denied that the pronoun would be better away, and with 
DV before us it seems impossible to doubt that et is merely a 
metrical stopgap. Baehrens therefore proposes the transposi- 
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tion and alteration ‘cui fuerit fugienda indocti semita’; but if 
we transpose the words aright no further change is needed: 


cui fugienda fuit indocti semita uulgi. 


For ‘fuit’ see Iv i 17 ‘nulli cura fuit externos quaerere diuos’. 


II xxiv 45, 46. 


iam tibi Iasonia uecta est Medea carina 
et modo ab infido sola relicta uiro. 


uecta in the hexameter is Heinsius’ slight and necessary cor- 
rection of nota. In the pentameter DV have ab infido, F omits 
these words, N gives serwato in their stead. As to sense there 
is little to choose; though inasmuch as this poem deals with 
the fickleness of men, not their ingratitude, the balance inclines 
a trifle to ab infido. For when Messrs Leo and Solbisky assert 
on the other side that ‘modo’ has no sense without seruwato, 
they err: in the sentence ‘iam tibi (tibi=‘look you’ as in Lucr. 
v 805 etc.) uecta est et modo relicta’, ‘iam’ and ‘modo’ 
answer one another, as ‘nunc’ and ‘modo’ perpetually do, in 
the sense of ‘modo...modo’. But what must settle the question 
in favour of ab infido for any impartial judge are palaeographical 
considerations. It is quite clear, as Baehrens prolegg. p. XII 
pointed out, that the scribe of the parent codex of the one 
family glanced from the do of modo to the do of infido and so 
left a metrical gap which F honestly preserves and which N 
fills up with the conjecture seruato. When therefore Mr Sol- 
bisky p. 168 declares that ‘ab injfido temera est coniectura’ his 
assertion is as irrational as his language is solecistic. This 
passage, be it observed, is a very striking addition to our proofs 
of O’s superiority over N. 


II xxvii 13, 14. 


iam licet et Stygia sedeat sub harundine remex 
cernat et infernae tristia uela ratis. 


So FN. But though it would be appropriate enough to say 
of a ghost approaching the banks of Styx that he ‘descries’ the 
sail of the ferry-boat, the word is absurd when used of one who 
is seated oar in hand in that very vessel. DV have seruat: 
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the confusion is easy and recurs for instance at Ovid trist. IV 
2 14. Now of two unsatisfactory readings that one is likely 
to be nearer truth which is the more obviously unsatisfactory ; 
and from seruat, which is not even grammatical, Broukhusius 
elicits soluwat: for o confused with e as well as J with r compare 
I xvi 23 plena for prona; and see IV xi 69 sq. ‘mihi cumba 
uolenti | soluitur’. 


II xxviii 29, 30. 


et tibi Maeonias inter heroidas omnis 
primus erit nullo non tribuente locus. 


Thus FN, but the lengthening of -er is unexampled in Pro- 
pertius. DV give omnis herodias inter: this order of the words 
is confirmed as Baehrens says by Ovid trist. 1 6 33 ‘ res 
locum sanctas heroidas inter haberes’. 


1 xxxii 7, 8: hoc utinam spatiere loco, quodeumque 
uacabis, | Cynthia; sed tibi me credere turba uetat: tibi me 
DV, time N, timeo F. 


1 xxxiv 11, 12. 


quid si non constans illa et tam certa fuisset ? 
posses in tanto uiuere flagitio ? 


posses in N, posset et in F, posses etin DV. The vulgate posses 
im is well enough in itself but affords no scientific explanation 
of the other readings: posses in and posset et in appear to be 
alternative corrections of the unmetrical posses et in. But we 
shall prefer the correction of a competent scholar, Heinsius’ 
‘posses tun tanto uiuere flagitio’: ‘tu’ in opposition to ‘illa’ 
adds much force to the sentence, and indeed would in a prose 
writer be necessary. 


II ii 5, 6: saxa Cithaeronis Phoebeam agitata per artem | 
sponte sua in muri membra coisse ferunt: citeronis DV, cice- 
ronis FN: in muri DV, imineri F, in numeri N. 

Ill v 28, 24. 

ubi iam Venerem grauis interceperit aetas 
sparserit et nigras alba senecta comas. 


sparserit integras DV, inverting the order of the letters etna; 
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sparsit et integras F,a further error; sparserit et integras N, 
a conflation of the two erroneous readings. Therefore when 


’ Mr Leo enquires, p. 446, ‘tu uero ubi pristinam scripturam 


fidelius seruatam credis, in DV qui sparserit integras, an in F 
qui sparsit et integras, an in N qui praebet sparserit et in- 
tegras?’ we shall return him without hesitation the unexpected 
answer: ‘in DV’. 


1 v 35. (Solbisky p. 190.) 
cur serus uersare boues et plaustra Bootes. 


plaustra bootes DV; flamma palustra F, which two words are 
both corruptions of plaustra, the latter by the transposition of 
a letter, the former through the likeness of p to f and of st to 
n and of flaunra to flamma; flamma boon N. Everyone ac- 
cepted the reading of DV until Baehrens in his edition exalted 
those Mss above N, after which it became necessary for Mr Leo 
to conjecture, p. 447, ‘cur serus uersare Bootes flammea 
plostra’; and this conjecture after all is based not on that 
N which Mr Leo is concerned to defend, but on that F of 
which he says, on the very same page, that it ‘omnino nihil 
ualet’. 

Im xi 51: fugisti tamen in timidi waga flumina Nili: waga 
DV, wada FN. 1 xiii 32: aut uariam plumae wersicoloris 
auem: uersicoloris DV, wiricoloris FN. Im xiii 53: mons 
laurigero concussus uertice: laurigero DV, aurigero FN. 


mm xiv 11—14. 
gyrum pulsat equis, niueum latus ense reuincit 
uirgineumque cauo protegit aere caput, 


qualis Amazonidum nudatis bellica mammis 
Thermodontiacis turba Jawantur aquis. 


lauantur DV, lauatur FN: the plural, as Baehrens remarks, 
being equally correct (111 xvii 28 ‘potant Naxia turba merum’) 
is to be preferred as less obvious than the singular. Since 
much trouble has been caused here by the neglect of a common 
idiom it may be well to add that ‘ protegit caput qualis Ama- 
zonidum turba lauantur’ (or ‘lauatur’) does not in the least 
imply that the Amazons wear helmets while bathing. It 
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merely means that the Spartan girl wears a helmet as the 
Amazons do; and it occurs to the poet to mention by the way 
that the Amazons bathe in Thermodon. ‘quales Amazonides 
lauantur’ = ‘quales sunt Amazonides, quae lauantur’: compare 
Verg. Aen. 111 641 sqq. ‘nam qualis quantusque cauo Polyphemus 
in antro | lanigeras claudit pecudes atque ubera pressat, | centum 
alii curua haec habitant ad litora uolgo | infandi Cyclopes et 
altis montibus errant.’ 


tI xv 14: molliaque immites fixit in ora manus: imunites 
D, % mites V, immittens F, inmittens N. I xv 27: saepe-uago 
Asopi sonitu permota fluentis: asopi DV, esopi F, esopi N. 


111 xx 6. forsitan ille alio pectus amore tertt. 


terit DV, terat FN. As I said above’ on II xxiii 11, the Mss 
of Propertius are twice agreed on the indic. with ‘forsitan’, 
twice divided between indic. and subj.: the indic. then should 
be preferred. 


Ill xxii 23—26. 


hic Anio Tiburne fluis, Clitumnus ab Vmbro 
tramite, et aeternum Marcius umor opus, 

Albanus lacus et socii Nemorensis ab unda 
potaque Pollucis lympha salubris equo. 


So N, unintelligibly. Francius therefore read socia; Scaliger 
retaining soci altered Albanus lacus et to Albanusque lacus ; 
but these emendations rest on the fiction that those two lakes 
have a@ common fount, and that fiction in its turn rests on 
these emendations. Therefore Hertzberg emends Scaliger’s 
emendation by further altering ab to et; but ‘ Albanusque 
lacus, socii Nemorensis et unda’ is now a great way from the 
Mss. In place of socii F has sot and DV have the very 
noticeable variant sotiis which bears every sign of originality : 
a scribe who took ‘Nemorensis’ for gen. might alter sotiis to 
sotit, but there was nothing to prompt the converse change. 
sotits, by the very common exchange of f for s and / for ¢ (both 
mistakes occur together at II vii 2 stemus for flemus), stands for 
foliis: Propertius wrote 


1 pp. 158 sqq. 
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Albanus lacus et foliis Nemorensis abundans, 


-and the two last letters were lost through injury to the margin. 
The lake of Aricia ‘silua praecinctus opaca’ (Ovid fast. 11 263) 
was called ‘ Nemorensis’ after the grove of Diana known xa7’ 
éEoxnv as ‘Nemus’ (Prop. 11 xxxii 10) which stood on its 
banks. 


lil xxiv 9, 10: quod mihi non patrii poterant auertere 
amici | eluere aut uasto Thessala saga mari: elwere DV, fluere 
FN. Iv iii 1: haec Arethusa suo mittit mandata Lycotae: 
haec given by DV, omitted by FN. Iv iv 32: et formosa 
oculis arma Sabina meis: formosa DV, famosa FN, 


Iv iv 71, 72. 


illa ruit, qualis celerem prope Thermodonta 
Strymonis abscisso fertur aperta sinu. 


abscisso DV, absciso FN. To begin with, the pentameter as 
Lachmann says is neither Greek nor Latin until we supply 
‘aperta’ with an acc. respectus by writing either with Brouk- 
husius abscissos (or abscisos)...sinus, or else pectus for fertur 
with Hertzberg. In favour of the latter Hertzberg cites Ovid 
fast. 1 408 ‘dissuto pectus aperta sinu’, to which I will add 
epist. Sapph. 122 ‘lacero pectus aperta sinu’, Tib. 1 6 18 ‘laxo 
pectus aperta sinu’, Ovid met. XIII 688 ‘apertae pectora matres’, 
Stat. silu. v 5 13 ‘aperto pectore matres’. Now for the question 
between abscisso and absciso. The latter is supposed to signify 
that mutilation from which the Amazons were thought to 
derive their name, and it may be dismissed at once: sinus is 
not mamma, and ‘abscidere sinum’ is a thing impossible. 
abscisso sinu will of course refer to the torn folds of the dress 
over the bosom, and may be supported by Ovid fast. Iv 448 
‘ipsa suos abscideratque sinus’ and Prop, III viii 8 ‘fac mea 
rescisso pectora nuda sinu’. 


Iv vi 75. ingenium potis irritat Musa poetis. 


potis DV, positis FN. The former is obviously right: the next 
verse is ‘ Bacclie, soles Phoebo fertilis esse tuo’. 
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Iv vii 7. eosdem habuit secum, quibus est elata, capillos. 
capillos DV, capillis FN. Either is correct, but capillos best 
accords with the poet’s custom of placing a substantive in one 
half of the verse with its adjective in the other; and moreover 
the change of capillos to capillis through the neighbourhood of 
quibus is easier explained than the converse error. 


IV viii 38. et Methymnaei Graeca saliua meri. 


greca FN, grata DV. Propertius never uses the form ‘Graecus’, 
and Roman poets in general prefer ‘Graius’; most editors 
therefore accept the Graia which Palmerius built on grata. 
But since neither Graia nor Graeca conveys anything which 
is not already conveyed in ‘Methymnaei’ it may well be that 
grata itself is the true reading, = ‘iucunda’: see Mart. xm 21 
‘spina...non erit...gratior asparagis’ and especially Plin. h. n. 
XIV 1 3 § 16 ‘aliis (uuis) gratiam, qui et winis, affert fumus 
fabrilis’ and ib. xxi11 1 22 § 40, quoted by Passeratius, ‘sua 
cuique wino saliua innocentissima, sua cuique aetas gratissima’. 


IV viii 71, 72. 


supplicibus palmis tum demum ad foedera ueni, 
cut uix tangendos praebuit illa pedes. 


cut DV, cur F, cum N. cut, as less obvious, is to be preferred 
to cwm, which seems due to the ‘tum’ above. 


Iv viii 85. imperat et totas iterum mutare lacernas. 


lacernas DV, laternas F, lucernas N. This is perhaps a case 
where DV are superior, not to the family AF, but merely to 
the extant representatives of that family: it is possible that A, 
if it were here present, would stand halfway between F and N 
and give, like DV, the true reading. 


Iv ix 40. et numquam ad wacuas irrita tela feras. 


uacuas DV, natas F, uatas N, all three utterly impossible. 
The Italians proposed wastas which has some support in 
II xix 21 ‘wastos ausim temptare leones’; but Santen’s nocuas 
appears to be the best correction: this word courted corruption 
by its rarity and was perilously like wocuas, which form the 
scribes would alter as usual to wacuas: the likeness of ¢ to ¢ 
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accounts for the further errors. I suspect that this adjective 
should again be restored to Propertius at 111 vii 60 by writing 
‘attulimus NOcCVAS in freta uestra manus?’ which was cor- 
rupted I imagine to NOGLAS and thence by transposition of 
letters to LONGAS. 


Ivx 17. urbis wirtutwmque parens sic uincere sueuit. 


uirtutum DV, uirtutem F, uirtutis N. The unusual plural is 
not likely to be a correction yet is perfectly correct: Baehrens 
compares Cat. 68 90 ‘ Troia, uirum et uirtutum omnium acerba 
cinis’: see too Verg. Aen. I 566 ‘uirtutesque uirosque’. 


Iv xi 7, 8. 


uota mouent superos: ubi portitor aera recepit 
obserat wmbrosos lurida porta rogos. 


umbrosos DV, erbosos F, herbosos N. If herbosos stood in all 
the MSS, it would not surprise one to find it defended as 
‘Propertian’, ie. absurd. But here the mss are divided; and 
it is not yet a recognised canon, even in the criticism of this 
author, that ‘commodae lectioni praestat inepta’. ‘rogus’ has 
no known meaning but a funeral pile, and funeral piles are not 
. grassy. Grant, though the evidence produced is worthless, 
that it could mean ‘ Orcus’ or ‘manes’: these are not grassy 
either. umbrosos on the other hand is applicable to rogos 
alike in the known meaning of that substantive and in the 
unknown meaning ‘ Orcus’ or ‘manes’ which the context here 
requires. The context I say requires it; for if we grant, again 
on no evidence, that ‘rogus’ could mean a grave and could so 
be called grassy, we are in no way helped, since grassy graves 
are not shut in by the gate of hell. And in fact herbosos is 
inapplicable to any substantive of which ‘obserat lurida porta’ 
can be said: the superiority of wmbrosos is therefore assured, 
whether we retain rogos in its unexampled meaning, or alter it 
with Markland to locos, an easy change recurring for instance 
at Sen. Oed. 61, Here. fur. 508, 512. The confusion of wmbra . 
with herba is found elsewhere, as at IV vili 35. 


12—2 
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§ 12. DV better than AF: spelling. 


The following are passages: where DV excel the other 
family by giving the true spelling, or the better spelling of 
two, or the less known of two good spellings. 

II vii 4, xvi 16, 48, xxii 25, xxvi 42, xxviii 1, xxxiii 14, 1 ix 
15, xi 28, Iv i 54, 82, iv 85, vi 14 and x 15, Tuppiter DV, 
LIupiter FN. 

Il xvi 24, xx 9, xxii 15, m1 vii 69, xiv 9, xxi 24, Iv ii 12, 
iv 67, bracchia DV, brachia FN ; u i 70 bracchia D, V doubt- 
ful, brachia N, brachide F. 

I xvili 29 querellae DV, querelae AFN. 

II xix 22 comminus DV, cominus FN. 

Iv ii 21 opportuna DV, oportuna FN. 

I iv 21 omnis (acc. plur.) DV, oms F, omnes AN; xiii 25 
and 111 57 omnis DV, omnes AFN ; 1 x 7 labentis DV, labentes 
AFN ; 11 xv 51 arentis DV, inani FN. 

I xx 45 quoius DV, cuius AFN ; 1 xxiv 3 quoi DV, cui FN. 
In 111 viii 2% where FN have cum DV have quo pointing to 
quom. In II vi 26, a verse which ought I believe to be written 
‘si quoiwis nuptae quozlibet esse licet’ though some prefer guid- 
libet, the Mss vary thus: cuiuis N, cuius F, quoius D, quouis V ;- 
quotlibet DV, cuilibet F, quidlibet N2 

Ill iii 33 diuorsae (i.e. diuorse) DV, diuerse F, diuersae N. 

II xxvii 12 nec hic DV, neque hic FN: the former is likelier 
to be true, as less approved by the vulgar. 

II iii 5 and Iv viii 76 harena DV, arena FN; tv vi 83 
harenas DV, arenas FN. 

II xxii 23 percontere DV, percuntare F, percunctere N. 

II xiv 16 condicio DV, conditio F, condito N. 

I iv 23 contemnet DV, contempnet AFN ; vii 25 contemnas 
DV, contempnas AFN; 1 v 29 contemnas DV, contempnas FN. 
Baehrens prolegg. p. XI states that he has not recorded all the 


1 In the latter half of the 15th of DV was probably earlier than 1400 
century it became a common affect- and certainly not much later, so that 
ation with Italian scribes to use the its witness in the matter can safely be 
archaic forms; but the parent codex _ taken as sincere. 
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places where this verb is rightly spelt in DV and wrongly in 
FN, or where DV have somnus and FN sompnus. He also says 
that DV generally give proelia and FN praelia. 


§ 13. AF better than DV. 


Pursuing our investigation into the relative value of the 
families AF and DV as witnesses to the reading of O we shall 
now set out in their turn the principal passages where AF 
shew themselves superior to DV. I must preface the list with 
a word of explanation. The codex A, our best representative 
of its family, contains only the first book and the first 63 verses 
of the second: for the rest of the elegies our knowledge of the 
family is derived only from F and from N. Now N, as we 
have seen and shall see, contains much which comes from other 
sources than the family AF; and F, whose scribe was a most 
ignorant man, is defaced by a hundred blunders which were 
not in the exemplar whence it was copied. But where F and 
N agree, there we have the reading of the family AF. And 
again, where F, even standing alone, gives the true reading, 
there too must we suppose that reading to be the reading of 
the family; for the scribe of F, it is abundantly plain, was 
quite incapable of conjectural emendation: F's false readings 
may be its own, but its true readings must be those of its 
exemplar. 

In upholding the importance of the family AF and placing 
it on a level with DV I am in particular controverting Mr 


Solbisky. 
I iii 27—29. 
et quotiens raro duxit suspiria motu 


obstipui uano credulus auspicio, 
~ ne qua tibi insolitos portarent uisa timores. 


tibi AFN, sibi DV, a solecistic attempt to escape the change 
from third person to second in ‘duxit...tibi’, The true emend- 
ation was later found in dusti. 
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I iii 43, 44. 


interdum leuiter mecum deserta querebar 
externo longas saepe in amore uias. 


lewiter...querebar AFN, grauiter...loquebar DV.  querebar is” 
clearly right: between the adverbs the choice is harder, but 
perhaps the editors‘ do well in preferring lewiter the less 
obvious. Mr Solbisky taking the other side reminds us of 
Cynthia’s violent temper and asks ‘ nonne igitur absurdum fere 
est, si Propertio, quippe cui irascatur, dicit se leuiter tantum 
questam esse?’ I should reply, no, not absurd that she 
should say so: to represent herself as meekly enduring his 
neglect is an effective artifice enough. Mr Solbisky further 
argues that the loguebar of DV comes from a misunderstood 
le written over grauiter in the archetype. If this were so it 
would say nothing for grauwiter, since the le might well have 
been a true correction due to renewed examination of the 
exemplar; but the fact is that the confusion of queror and ~ 
loquor, which we shall meet again at I vill 22, is too common 
to serve as a ground for his suspicion. 


Liv 15, 16: quo magis et nostros contendis soluere amores | 
hoc magis accepta fallit uterque fide: fallit uterque AFN, fallis 
utrumque DV. ; 


I vi 15—18. 


ut mihi deducta faciat conuicia puppi 
Cynthia, et insanis ora notet manibus, 

osculaque opposito dicat sibi debita uento, 
et nihil infido durius esse uiro. 


debita AFN, dedita DV. All modern editors rightly read 
debita; but since they explain the verse in various and as I 
think impossible ways I ought to say how I understand it. 
I take ‘opposito...uento’ (or rather ‘ponto’ with Fonteine) as 
abl. abs. like ‘deducta...puppi’ in the preceding hexameter, 
and understand Cynthia to be represented as crying to Pro- 
pertius ‘my kisses bring again!’ when now his ship has left 
the shore and the wind (or sea) forbids return. 
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I vi 25. -me sine, quem semper uolwit Fortuna iacere, 


semper uoluit AFN, uoluit semper DV. ‘semper’ belongs to 
‘jacere’ and therefore in accordance with the metrical prin- 
ciples of Propertius should stand in the first half of the verse 
to balance ‘iacere’ at the end. 


I vi 32: Lydia Pactoli tingit arata liquor: tingit N, tinguitt 
AF, cingit DV. I viii 22: quin ego, uita, tuo limine uerba 
querar: querar AFN, loquar DV. 


I viii 25, 26. 
et dicam, licet Atraciis considat in oris 
et licet Hyleis, illa futura mea est. 


Hyleis AF, Hileis N, Ellaeis DV. Cynthia was starting for 
Illyria, so it has been usual to write Hylleis, the name of 
an Illyrian tribe. Then arises the difficulty that Atraciis now 
must also signify some part of Illyria, only it does not: there- 
fore it is usually altered to Autaricis. But another sense in 
no way inferior to this is procured by retaining Hyleis, i.e. 
Hylaeis, and merely transposing one letter of Atraciis. Hylaea 
was a land beyond Scythia, Herod. Iv 9, 54, 55, 76: if then we 
introduce the name of another very distant country we shall 
have the sense ‘though she sail to the ends of the earth she 
shall be mine’: Mr Palmer accordingly in the hexameter 
restores Artacis, referring to Apoll. Rhod. Arg. I 954 sqq., 
Orph. Arg. 496. . 


I xiii 6: certus et in nullo quaeris amore moram: moram 
AEN, uiam DV from sham. 


I xix 7—10. 


illic Phylacides iucundae coniugis heros 
non potuit caecis inmemor esse locis, 

sed cupidus falsis attingere gaudia palmis 
Thessalis antiquam uenerat umbra domum. 


uenerat AN, F has not the verse, werberat DV. uenerat, plu- 
perfect with past aorist sense as often in Propertius, is faultless: 
uerberat is soon explained as an attempt to correct the easy 
mistake weberat: there is no cause or defence then for 
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Baehrens’ suspicion peruolat, or for Mr Rossberg’s surprising 
uerterat. | 


I xix 138, 14. 


illic formosae weniant chorus heroinae 
quas dedit Argiuis Dardana praeda uiris. 


ueniant AFN, ueniat DV misled by ‘chorus’. The verse how- 
ever requires emendation. It is not Latin to say ‘formosae 
heroinae, chorus’: chorus caterua turba manus and similar 
words are not placed in apposition without an adjective in 
agreement ; and formosae must be changed to formosus. 


I xx 51: his, o Galle, tuos monitus seruabis amores: 
monitus AFN, monitis DV. 


I xxi 6—10. 


haec soror acta tuis sentiat e lacrimis, 
Gallum per medios ereptum Caesaris enses 
effugere ignotas non potuisse manus; 
et, guaecumque super dispersa inuenerit ossa 
montibus Etruscis, haec sciat esse mea. 


quaecumque AFN, quicumque DV. These lines are a message 
from the dying Gallus to his sister, so quicumque is clearly 
wrong: Gallus has no concern with ‘whosoever finds bones on 
the Etrurian mountains’. quaecumque is accepted I think by 
everyone but Mr Postgate, whose objections to it rest on a not 
unnatural misconception which I will try to remove. quae- 
cumque and haec are not relative and antecedent. haec is 
purely demonstrative and means ‘these bones here’: the ante- 
cedent to guaecumque is suppressed, and ‘ quaecumque inuenerit’ 
is equivalent to ‘licet sescenta alia inuenerit’ or the like, 
There is a similarly deceptive collocation of the two words in 
Luer. I 670 sq. ‘nam quodcumque suis mutatum finibus exit, | 
continuo hoc mors est illius quod fuit ante’, where hoc refers 
not to guodewmque but to the notion of that clause, 7d exire. 


II ili 23, 24. 


num tibi nascenti primis, mea uita, diebus 
candidus argutum sternuit omen Amor ? 
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num F, non N, nunc DV. candidus...sternwit is preserved by 
Macrobius GLK v p. 626 15; FN have ardidus...sternuit, the 
initial c having been lost and n altered to 7; DV corrupt this 
to aridus...stertuit. 


mv 1, 2. 


non ita complebant Ephyreae Laidos aedes, 
ad cuius iacuit Graecia tota fores. 


Jores FN, pedes DV. The latter is satisfactory and has been 
supported by Ovid her. 111 84 ‘et iacet ante tuos Graecia maesta 
pedes’. But fores the more exquisite reading is plainly the 
original and pedes the interpolation; and to settle the question 
Passeratius quotes Anth. Gr. vI 1 1 sq. » Tov épacrav | éopov 
évl mpodvpots Aas éyouca véwr. 


II vii 7, 8. 


nam citius paterer caput hoc discedere collo 
quam possem nuptae perdere more faces. 


more FN, amore DV. amore is the vulgate, but for external 
reasons it is the less probable reading, since it may come from 
the ‘nil in amore ualent’ of v. 6. And its meaning too is 
unsatisfactory: the event here contemplated is the enforced 
and unwilling marriage of Propertius, whose heart is given to 
Cynthia, with some other woman; not at all the transference of 
his affections. more, preferred by Baehrens and Postgate, 
makes good sense: ‘to relinquish my passion for you in ob- 
edience to the will of a bride’: Ter. And. 152 (Pamphilus is 
supposed to speak of the coming time when he must marry) 
‘prope adest, quom alieno more uiuendumst mihi: | sine nunc 
méeo me uiuere interea modo’. 


ix 17. (Solbisky p. 150.) 
tunc igitur castis gaudebat Graecia natis. 


castis DV, uiris FN. Baehrens’ correction of the irrelevant 
natis to nuptis is accepted even by Mr Vahlen. The question 
of the adjective is soon settled: wiris, as the Italians saw, is a 
corruption of weris, and castis is a gloss explaining the peculiar 
signification, which ueris here has, of faithfulness in love: see 
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Il xxix 34 ‘uel tu uel si quis werior esse potest’. Thus the 
discrepancy has a solution: none, if castis be preferred with 
Baehrens. 


mx 11,12. (Solbisky p. 159.) 


surge, anima, ex humili iam carmine ; sumite uires, 
Pierides; magni nunc erit oris opus. 


carmine DVN: some editors retaining the same reading punct- 
uate ‘ex humili; iam carmine sumite uires, | Pierides’. But 
F gives carmina, which in itself has an air of genuineness, since 
its corruption to carmine through the neighbourhood of ‘ humili’ 
is likelier than the contrary change; and it renders the verses 
more symmetrical when they are punctuated thus: 


surge, anima, ex humili; iam, carmina, sumite uires ;. 
Pierides, magni nunc erit oris opus. 


Three vocatives and three exhortations. This is the reading of 
Burmann Lachmann Baehrens and Palmer, and it is accepted 
by F’s worst enemy Mr Solbisky. 


Ir xi 1—4., 


scribant de te alii, wel sis ignota, licebit ; 
laudet, qui sterili semina ponit humo: 

omnia, crede mihi, tecum uno munera lecto 
auferet extremi funeris atra dies. 


uel DVN, ne F, which I with Baehrens prefer. The choice 
perhaps is a subtle matter, but I will try to make it plain as 
follows. The reading of F means ‘scribant de te alii, laudet 
alius’; that of DVN means ‘scribant de te alii wel nemo, laudet 
alius’: it will be felt I think that in the former the pentameter 
follows more harmoniously. Then consider too the next couplet 
with its ‘omnia...munera...auferet’: this does not look as if 
the contingency ‘licebit sis ignota’ had been entertained, for 
there would then be no ‘munera’ for death to take. 


II xii 19: intactos isto satius temptare ueneno: satius FN, 
potius D, pocius V. 


I xili.46, Nestoris est wisus post tria saecla cinis. 


_ THE MANUSCRIPTS OF PROPERTIUS. 187 


wsus FN, tussus DV. This confusion, which may arise from 
the spelling wissus, is perpetual: iussus will not serve to build 
conjectures on, 


It xv 23—26. (Solbisky pp. 159 sq.) 


dum nos fata sinunt, oculos satiemus amore: 
nox tibi longa uenit nec reditura dies. 

atque utinam haerentes sic nos uincire catena 
uelles, ut numquam solueret ulla dies, 


Let me clear the way for the consideration of this passage by 
two remarks. First, the occurrence of ‘dies’ at the end of two 
consecutive distichs (though I do not myself believe that these 
_ two distichs were originally consecutive) is no ground for sus- 
pecting the word in either place: see I vill 42—44, 11 xx 24— 
26, xxiv 30—32, 36—38, xxxii 24—26, 1m x 16—18, xxiv 2—4, 
Iv ix 16—18. Secondly, the verses are imitated by or from 
Sulpicia, Tib. Iv 5 15 sq. ‘sed potius ualida teneamur uterque 
catena: | nulla queat posthac nos soluisse dies’, a parallel which 
refutes many of the conjectures put forward. The sole difficulty 
“resides in welles. Two renderings are possible: one makes 
‘eatena’ vocative, so that Propertius with extreme absurdity 
addresses himself to the imaginary ‘bond’ of love; the other, 
taking ‘catena’ as ablative and ‘nos’ as ‘me’, supposes Cynthia 
to be addressed : but a lover’s prayer that he may be constant is 
beyond his mistress’ ability to fulfil and can only be granted by 
superior powers. Now instead of the uelles found in DVN, F 
has wellet ; and Baehrens accepting this removes all the trouble 
by altering wt to uti: for this common error compare, if it is 
worth while, Ovid rem. 333. 


li xv 43. non ferrum crudele neque esset bellica nauis. 


neque esset FN, esset neque DV. The case is clear: DV have 
softened the masculine rhythm of Propertius, for which see 
II i 51 ‘seu mihi sunt tangenda nouercae pocula Phaedrae’. 

II xviii 11: ilJwm ad uicinos cum amplexa quiesceret Indos : 
illum FN, illa DV which comes from vy. 13. I xviii 31, 32: 


si caeruleo quaedam sua tempora fuco | tinxerit: fuco FN, 
succo DV. 
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Il xix 26. niueos abluit unda bouwes. 


boues FN, pedes DV from an untimely reminiscence of I xx 8 
‘tinxerit unda pedes’ or IV xi 16 ‘inplicat unda pedes ’. 


II xx 11. in te ego et aeratas rumpam, mea uita, catenas. 
et aeratas FN, ferratas DV from ‘ferratam’ in the next verse. 


Il xx 21—26. 


septima iam plenae deducitur orbita lunae, 
cum de me et de te compita nulla tacent: 
interea nobis non numquam ianua mollis, 
non numquam lecti copia facta tui. . 
nec mihi muneribus nox ulla est empta beatis : 
quidquid eram, hoc animi gratia magna tui. 


numquam F, umquam DVN: the context demands the former 
which is accepted by Lachmann Hertzberg Haupt Mueller and 
Palmer. Keil however rejects the couplet altogether, for the 
reason, unintelligible to me, that ‘numquam non’ is what the 
sense requires: Baehrens reads wnquam and having thus ren- 
dered the passage incoherent declares that vv. 21—24 are a 
fragment from some other poem. 


11 xxii 29,30: quid? cum e complexu Briseidos iret Achilles, | 
num fugere minus Thessala tela Phryges? num F, non DVN. 
II xxiii 10: captus et inmmunda saepe latere casa: inmunda 
FN, in nuda DV. 1 xxvi 9, 10: quae tum ego Neptuno, 
quae tum cum Castore fratri | quaeque tibi excepi, iam dea 
Leucothoe: quae FN, quem DV. 


i xxvi 53. crede mihi, nobis mitescet Scylla. 


matescet FN, mutescet DV. Baehrens prefers mutescet, to which 
Mr Solbisky objects that the verb is not found earlier than 
Appuleius. A heavier objection, it seems to me, may be 
brought against its sense: if Scylla mutescet she will then be 
-even more dangerous than before, since mariners will no longer 
be warned of her whereabouts. | 


II xxvii 7. 
rursus et obiectum flemus capiti esse tumultum. 


So DV; a sentence which will mean, as I conceive, ‘we lament 
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that we are personally accused of causing broils’: assuredly it 
will never signify what the context requires, ‘we lament that 
our.life is jeopardised by broils’. That meaning is obtained by 
taking the caput of FN and altering twmultwm with Mr Lucian 
Mueller to tumultu?, a form of the dative which greatly perplexes 
copyists: then compare Stat. Theb. I 652 ‘obiecisse caput 
fatis’, Verg. Aen. 11 751 ‘caput obiectare periclis’, Sil. m1 121 
‘obiectasque caput telis’, Sen. Phoen. 407 ‘armis obuium 
opponam caput’, Ag. 946 ‘ultro uulneri opponam caput’, 
Lue. v 770 sq. ‘ruinae...praestare caput’. 


II xxviii 47: haec tua, Persephone, maneat clementia: 
maneat FN, moueat DV. xxix 10: dizit, et in collo iam 
mihi nodus erat: diwit et FN, dixerat DV. 


II xxxi 7. atque aram circum steterunt armenta Myronis. 


steterunt F, steterant DVN. Either is admissible, but the former 
is more likely to be the original, since the 3rd pers. plur. perf. 
in -€runt is perpetually altered into the pluperf. by scribes who 
do not know that this scansion is correct. The same error is 
found in I xi 29 fuerant for fuerunt, II viii 10 steterant for stete- 
runt, 111 xxiv 20 and Iv vii 15 exciderant for exciderunt: those 
editors who in these places retain the Ms reading shew them- 
selves ignorant of the fact that the pluperfect, though it can 
be used for the imperfect or for the past aorist, cannot be used 
for the perfect. 


Il xxxi 9, 10: templum | et patria Phoebo carius Ortygia 
carius FN, clarior DV. 


II xxxii 7. hoc utinam spatiere loco, quodcumque uacabis. 


spatiere F, spaciere N, spatiare DV. The error is trifling and 
would not deserve mention but for the extraordinary fact that 
Baehrens, forgetting in his enthusiasm for DV to what conjuga- 
tion the verb ‘ spatior’ belongs, has placed spatiare in his text. 


It xxxii 29, 30. (Solbisky p. 145.) 


sin autem longo nox una aut altera lusu 
consumpta est, non me crimina parua mouent. 


1 I find this correction in cod. Brit. mus, 23766. 
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lusu FN, luau DV. Propertius is here extenuating the delin- 
quencies of Cynthia, and /usu is therefore to be preferred as 


the less offensive term. 
J 


II xxxiv 85: haec quoque perfecto ludebat Iasone Varro: 
ludebat FN, laudabat DV. 111 ii 4: flumina Threicia sustinuisse 
lyra: sustinuisse FN, detinuisse DV from delenisse in the line 
above. I iii 11: Hannibalemque lares Romana sede fugantes : 
lares F, lacies N, alacres D, lacres V with an erasure before the 
first letter. 


Ill vi 27—29. 


illum turgentis ranae portenta rubetae 
et lecta ewxectis anguibus ossa trahunt, 
et strigis inuentae per busta iacentia. plumae. 


The pentameter is corrupt, but corrupt in one word only: 
anguibus is defended against such conjectures as exsuccis un- 
guibus or ex atris ignibus by the ‘ranae’ which precedes 

and the ‘strigis’ which follows; and the construction ‘legere 
 ossa anguibus’, i.e. ‘ex anguibus’, is well illustrated in the 
lexicons under ‘lego’. But ewectis, which the editors who 
keep it apparently take to mean ‘cut open’, means ‘cut out’, 
and therefore, so far as this passage is concerned, means nothing. 
Now the same word is. given by most of Horace’s Mss at epod. 
5 37 ‘execta uti medulla et aridum iecur | amoris esset poculum’ 
in a similar context: there some MSS have ewucta which seems 
to be the true reading ; and here ‘ ewuctis anguibus’, the dried 
bodies of snakes, ought I think to be restored. If so, then F, 
which has ewactis, comes nearer the truth than DVN with ez- 
ectis, since nothing is easier than the confusion of w with the 
open form of a, 


lil vi 36: hac eadem rursus, Lygdame, curre uia: rursus 
FN, cursu DV. 1 vi 39: me quoque consimili inpositum tor- 
querier igni: consimili F, cum simili DV, consuli N. 1 viii 1: 
dulcis ad hesternas fuerat mihi rixa lucernas: hesternas FN, 
externas DV. 11 viii 34: in te pax mihi nulla placet: in te 
FN, witae DV. 
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Persarum statuit Babylona Semiramis urbem 
ut solidum cocto tolleret aggere opus, 

et duo in aduersum missi per moenia currus 
ne possent tacto stringere ab axe latus. 


So DV and most editors. Propertius says then that Semiramis 
built the walls of Babylon in such a manner that two chariots 
driven in opposite directions along the top of them could not 
touch. This is not only false but manifestly absurd : let Semi- 
ramis build her walls a mile thick, there will be nothing to 
prevent the two chariots from touching if you drive them against 
one another: to prevent this she must erect a partition, of which 
however history tells us nothing. What Semiramis did, ac- 
cording to history, was to build her walls so thick that two 
chariots could meet and pass, without touching, on the top of 
them. Now FN give nec for ne: taking this and Prof. Tyrrell’s 
mitti for missi in v. 23 we get the required sense, ‘et duo in 
aduersum mitti per moenia currus | nec possent tacto stringere 
ab axe latus’, i.e. possent mitti nec stringere, could be driven 
past without grazing: the verb ‘possent’ is deferred by an 
artifice familiar to Latin poetry: see for instance Ovid met. 
x 360 ‘manu fortes nec sunt mihi Marte secundi’, i.e. sunt 
fortes nec secundi. 


I xi 44: baridos et contis rostra Liburna sequi: contis FN, 
cunctis DV. wt xi 48: nomine quem simili uita superba notat: 
notat FN, wocat DV. 


II xiii 37. pinus et incumbens Jentas circumdabat umbras. 


lentas DVN ; but the boughs of a pine are not pliant as Hertz- 
berg and others assert them to be, nor if they were would that 
be any defence of ‘lentas circumdabat wmbras’. letas F, i.e. 
laetas, ‘luxuriant’: this word is perfectly appropriate, and 
_laetus is confused with lentus times out of number, even so 

early as Virgil’s capital Mss at buc. vil 48. Baehrens’ conjecture 
lentis departs further from lentas and disturbs the Propertian 
balance of adjective against substantive. 
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fabula ‘nulla tuas de nobis concitet aures: 
te solam et lignis funeris ustus amem. 


concitet (conscitet F originally) FN, conciet DV. Propertius is 
here trying to lay the suspicions of a jealous mistress who has 
doubted his fidelity. Whether then the conciet which Baehrens 
alone accepts be meant for the present of ‘ concieo’, or whether 
for the future of ‘concio’, in the former case he asserts what 
is ex hypothesi false, in the latter he foretells what he cannot 
pretend to foresee. 


Ill xvi 29: aut hwmer ignotae cumulis uallatus harenae: 
humer ignotae F, humert ignotae N, ignotae humor DV. 
Ill xviii 19, 20: Attalicas supera uestes atque omnia magnis 
gemmea sint ludis: ignibus ista dabis: gemmea FN, semina 
DV. it xxi 11: nunc agite, o socii, propellite in aequora 
nauem: equora F, aequore DVN. Iv i 65, 66: scandentes quis- 
quis cernet de uallibus arces, ingenio muros aestimet ille meo: 
cernet F Lachmann Hertzberg Haupt Mueller Baehrens; cernit 


DVN Palmer. tv 1129: tua cum multi uersarent rura iuuenci: 
cum FN, non DY. 


Iv ui 19, 20. 


mendax fama, noces: alius mihi nominis index. 
de se narranti tu modo crede deo. 


noces N and most editors. But the erroneous derivations of the 
name Vertumnus from ‘uersus amnis’ and ‘uertens annus’ 
which false report has noised abroad, are no way injurious to 
the god: they are merely incorrect. DV offer waces which is 
accepted by Baehrens and makes very good sense, ‘ give over, 
lying rumour’, ‘be quiet’: ‘uacare’ means much the same as 
‘cessare’, cf. Sen. Ag. 87 ‘licet arma uacent cessentque doli’. 
But F gives what is obviously the parent of both readings, 
uoces: this is the older way of spelling waces, and probably the 
only way Propertius knew, for ‘uacare’ first appears in inscrip- 
tions of Domitian’s time. Our MSs indicate the same form 
through the slight disguise of worans at IL xxvi 54, 
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IV ii 33, 34. 


cassibus inpositis uenor; sed harundine sumpta 
Faunus plumoso sum deus aucupio. 


So DV; but it is not apparent how ‘plumoso aucupio’ can be 
explained either as dative or as ablative. F has fauwor and N 
fauor, both very unreasonable corruptions of Fauwnus; and Mr 
Rossberg hence proposes fautor. ‘deus plumoso aucupio fautor’ 
I regard then as an allusive description of Faunus, giving the 
supposed éruuov of his name. Mr Solbisky objects to this cor- 
rection that ‘ne ad sensum quidem apta est, cum deum non 
fautorem siue patronum aucupum dici oporteat, sed eum ipsum 
arundine sumpta aucupari’. Why not both? see m1 xiii 43— 
45 ‘si forte meo tramite quaeris auem...me Pana tibi comitem 
de rupe uocato’. 


IV ii 52: atque Sabina feri contudit arma Tati: contudit 
FN, contulit DY. 


Iv vi 21, 22. 
altera classis erat Teucro damnata Quirino 
pilaque feminea turpiter acta manu. 


acta DV, apta FN. At first sight the former may seem to get 
some support from Mart. spect. 6 6 ‘baec iam feminea uidi- 
mus acta manu’, where however ‘acta’ has quite a different 
meaning. But the context decides: Propertius here depicts 
_ the two fleets as they confronted one another before the battle 
of Actium: the battle does not begin till v. 55 where it is 
opened by the shafts of Apollo and then ‘proxima post arcus 
Caesaris hasta fuit’. acta therefore is premature: we must 
read apta, and therewith Markland’s femineae: the dative 
‘manu’ was misunderstood as usual: compare II i 66 ‘ Tan- 
taleae poterit tradere poma manu’, T'antalea Mss. 


IV vi 25: tandem aciem geminos Nereus lunarat in arcus: 
lunarat F, limarat DVN. Iv vii 9: et solitum digito beryllon 
adederat ignis: adederat FN, ademerat DV. 


Iv vii 85. sed Tiburtina iacet hic aurea Cynthia ripa. 


Tiburtina F, Tiburna DN, Y is erased. The reading generally 
Journal of Philology. vou. xxi, 13 
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received and doubtless right is ‘hic Tiburtina iacet aurea Cyn- 
thia ripa’: the meaningless sed of the Mss is an accidental 
repetition from the preceding verse ‘ sed breue, quod currens 
uector ab urbe legat’. F then has merely transposed hic: the 
other Mss have carried the error further by a blundering 
attempt to mend the metre. 


“Iv viii 44: reccidit inque suos mensa supina pedes: reccidit 
N, recidit F, decidit DV. 


IV viii 83, 84. 


dein, quemcumque locum externae tetigere puellae, 
suffiit ac pura limina tergit aqua. 
The exact reading must be doubtful: sufiit et and suffit et a 
have also been proposed: but about the verb there can be no 
question ; so that FN with sufficat are nearer the truth than DV 
with suffocat et. 


IV ix 45, 46. 


sin aliquam uultusque meus saetaeque leonis 
terrent. ‘ 


aliquam F and modern editors except Palmer, aliquem DVN. 
Hercules is addressing women and proceeds to explain why 
women need not fear him: better then the distinctive form. 


Iv ix 52: puniceo canas stamine wincta comas: wincta F, 
iuncta DVN. Iv xi 20: in mea sortita windicet ossa pila: win- 
dicet F (N has not the verse), iwdicet DV. 


Iv xi 101, 102. 


moribus et caelum patuit: sim digna merendo 
cuius honoratis ossa uehantur aquis. 


aqus FN, equis DV. Had Caligula made his horse a consul 
as he threatened, the world would then have seen what in fact 
it never saw, a ‘honoratus equus’: for ‘honoratae aquae’ no 
signification can even be imagined. But aquis serves for the 
base of Heinsius’ correction awis, which was clearly read by the 
author, whoever he was, of the consolatio ad Liuiam 329 sq. 
‘ille pio, si non temere haec creduntur, in aruo | inter honoratos 
excipietur auos’, 
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§ 14. AF better than DV: spelling. 


The following are passages in which the family AF gives a 
better or less vulgar spelling than the other. Baehrens prolegg. 
p- XI, describing certain characteristics of the Mss which his 
apparatus criticus does not record, mentions that the words 
namque iamque quicumque are spelt thus or with @ in AFN 
while DV give nanque etc.; that AFN spell the compounds of 
iacio correctly, traicio ete., while DV write wrongly traiicio 
ete.; that AFN have maestus and feliz, DV moestus and 
Soelia. 

Iii 15 temptare AFN, tentare DV; iv 25 temptatur AFN, 
tentatur DV; 1 iii 19 temptat FN, tentat DV; xii 19 and xix 
21 temptare FN, tentare DV. 

I ili 38 et AN, hei DV (and also F, by an error which is its 
own and not its family’s, as we know from A). 

IV vi 40 wmeris F, humeris DVN ; x 11 umeris FN, humeris 
DY. 

I viii 11 and xvii 8 harena AFN, arena DV; III xviii 3 
harena FN, arena DV. 

i xxxi 13 Parnasi FN, Parnasst DV; 11 xiii 54 Parnasus 
N, Parnast F, Parnassu V, Parnassi D. 

IV viii 3 tutela FN, tutella DV. 

Iv iv 1 Tarpelle F which points to Tarpeiiae, Tarpeiae DV, 
Tarpelae N; 15 Carpella (ie. Tarpena) F, Tarpeia DV, 
Tarpela N. 

Iv x 29 bucina FN, buccina DV. 

1 i 10 facilis (acc. plur.) AFN, faciles DV; xxxiii 43 
absentis F, absentes DVN ; 1v v 45 gentis FN, gentes DV. 

I vii 26 fenore AFN, foenore DV; 111 i 22 fenore FN, foenore 
DV. 

I xi 28 discidium AFN, dissidium DV ; 11 xxiv 32 discidium 
FN, dissidium DV. 

II xxix 25 ostipur (for obstipur) F, obstupui DVN. 

Ill iti 22 cumba F, cymba DVN. 

IV i 120 equs (for aequs) F, aequus DVN. 


13—2 
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i xix 19 Clitemestrue (for Clytaemestrae) N, Clitemestre F, 
Clytaemnestrae DV; Iv vii 57 Clytemestre N, Clitemestre F, 
Clytaemnestrae DY. 


§ 15. Defence of AF. 


At this point I pause for a moment to note how the facts 
which we have just surveyed confute Mr Solbisky’s depreciatory 
estimate of AF and demolish his theory that this family is blent 
from the two stocks of N and of DV. To make the matter quite 
clear I will here enumerate the instances in which we have found 
F (A being absent from 11 i 63 onwards) giving the true lection, 
or the lection nearest to truth, while both N and DV give a 
false lection, or a lection further from truth. They are these: 
II iii 23 num F, non N, nunc DV; x 11 carmina F, carmine 
DVN; xi 1 ne F, wel DVN; xv 26 wellet F, uwelles DVN; 
xx 23, 24 numquam F, wmquam DVN; xxii 30 num F, non 
DVN; xxxi 7 steterunt F, steterant DVN; ut it 11 lares F, 
lacies N, alacres D, .lacres V; vi 28 exactis F, exectis DVN; 
39 consimili F, consuli N, cum simili DV; xiii 37 letas F, 
lentas DVN; xxi 11 equora F, aequore DVN; Iv i 65 cernet 
F, cernitt DVN; ii 19 woces F, noces N, waces DV; vi 25 
lunarat F, limarat DVN; vii 85 Tiburtina F, Tiburna ND, 
V erased; ix 45 aliquam F, aliquem DVN; 52 wineta F, 
tuncta DVN : and in the matter of orthography these: 1 xxix 
25 ostipui F, obstupui DVN; xxxiii 43 absentis F, absentes 
DVN; ut ii 22 cumba F, cymba DVN; Iv iv 1 Tarpelle F, 
Tarpelae N, Tarpeiae DV ; 15 Carpella F, Tarpela N, Tarpeia 
DV; vi 40 uwmeris F, humeris DVN. From this list I will 
subtract Ill vi 28 ewactis, because this is a place where 
the lection which I have commended is a conjecture of my 
own; and I will subtract m xi 1 ne, 11 xx 23, 24 numquam, 
Ill xiii 37 letas, and Iv ii 19 woces, because these are places 
where Mr Solbisky (pp. 154, 157, 166) expressly rejects the 
reading of F. There remain nineteen instances in which the 
family AF, represented by F, has alone preserved the truth 
or the clue to the truth. Now the enquirer who turns to — 
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Mr Solbisky’s treatise in hopes of learning how he squares these 
nineteen instances with his pronouncement (p. 161) ‘familiam 
AF nullius fere momenti habendam esse. ubicumque enim 
ueram lectionem nobis tradit, Neapolitani consensus accedit, — 
that enquirer will be surprised. He will find that Mr Solbisky 
quotes (pp. 159 sq.) four of the number, 1 x 11 carmina, I xv 
26 uellet, 11 xxi 11 equora, and Iv ix 45 aliquam, and admits 
that in these cases F alone is right, but considers them un- 
important. About the remaining fifteen Mr Solbisky says not 
one word, and the plain fact is that he has overlooked them; 
for it neither is nor can be disputed that at any rate in the 
majority of these instances F gives the certain truth. The 
falsity of Mr Solbisky’s conclusions regarding AF is thus very 
simply explained : it proceeds from his negligence in collecting 
his facts. And I fully expect that Mr Solbisky, a most candid 
disputant, will renounce his error when he is confronted with 
the evidence which has hitherto escaped him. For among our 
examples there are very striking tokens of integrity: the 
recondite lwnarat, Tiburtina retained despite the metre, the 
form Tarpeiia disguised but thinly, the form cwmba preserved. 
Though none in truth is more striking than the retention at 
IL xv 26 of the unmetrical uellet which alone puts into our 
hands the clue to the genuine reading, a trait of sincerity whose 
significance Mr Solbisky does not apprehend. 

Further evidence to prove the value of AF and the error of 
Mr Solbisky will be forthcoming in the next section. 


A. E. HOUSMAN. 


(To be continued.) 


THE SHORTENING OF LONG SYLLABLES IN PLAUTUS. 


IN a former article I tried to shew that the metrical ac- 
centuation of the Iambic and Trochaic lines of Plautus and 
Terence, unlike that of the Dactylic lines of Virgil and Ovid, 
followed as closely as was possible the accentuation of the 
sentence’ in ordinary talk. I should like now to discuss the 
laws of prosody observed by the Early Dramatists, but not 
allowed by the Augustan poets, regarding them from the same 
point of view, namely as reflexes of the colloquial pronunciation 
of the time. et 

The great law of prosody which separates the verse of 
Plautus from the verse of Virgil is the law of the ‘brevis 
brevians’ (ze. brevis syllaba brevians sequentem syllabam), 
by which long syllables in words like cédvé, viliiptatem may be 
scanned as short syllables cdvé, vdliiptatem; and that is the 
law which I propose to investigate in this article. The other 
divergences are admitted by all to be based on the actual 
pronunciation of the time of Plautus. They are :— 

(1) The scansion of certain final syllables as long, such as 
-or of Nouns and Verbs e.g. candor, amor, ducor, loquor; -at, -et, 
-it of Verbs of the 1st, 2nd and 4th conjugations e.g. funddt, 
amat, candét, cavet, audit, abit. These syllables, which can be 
proved to have been originally long in Latin, did not become 
shortened till after the time of Plautus. In other cases a final 
syllable long by position in early Latin shews this quantity 
in Plautus e.g. @s (ess), milés (miless), ter (terr. cf. terruncius) 
(see Biicheler, Rhein. Mus. xLvI. p. 287). 


1 The same theory has by a curious 
coincidence been proposed by Dr 
Skutsch of Breslau University in the 
first volume of his Studies in Latin 
Grammar and Prosody, which went to 
press before the appearance of my 
article. The volume is entitled ‘ Plau- 


tinisches und Romanisches’, in ac- 
cordance with the author’s view that 
many Romance forms find their im- 
mediate foretypes in Plautine scan- 
sions, e.g. Spanish el reverte in ill(e) 
revertitur, della, colla in dé illa, ctim 
illa, - 
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(2) The shortening of some monosyllables before the 
conjunction quidem, e.g. tuiquidem, htcquidem. This usage has 
recently been pointed out by Prof. Biicheler in the Archiv fiir 
Lateinische Lexikographie, 111. 144, though neither its limits 
nor its explanation have yet been satisfactorily determined. 
That it follows the pronunciation of these words in ordinary 
discourse cannot be doubted, especially as one of the shortened 
forms stquidem forced its way into the later dactylic poetry. 

(3) ‘The shortening of long vowels before another vowel in 
the same word in certain cases not recognized by the Classical 
poets eg. Chius. This was unmistakeably a feature of col- 
loquial Latin (cf. balnéum for Badaveiov), as is shewn by 
Biicheler in the Rheinisches Museum, XLI. p. 311. 

(4) The shortening or non-elision of certain monosyllables 
ending in a long vowel or -m before the initial vowel of a 


following word eg. dé Ula, ctim ‘la, ctim eo. The usage of 
Terence extends so far only, but in Plautus we find the same 
treatment of disyllables also e.g. tuidm amicam, démi erat, and, 
if we are to believe Prof. Klotz, of some trisyllables. The exact 
limits of the law are hardly worth discussing here, for it is 
admittedly based not on any artificial usage of poetry, but 
on popular pronunciation, cf. coeo, circuit, déamo. 

(5) The dropping of final -s after a short vowel before 
a word beginning with a consonant, or, to speak more cor- 
rectly, the denial of length by position to such a final syllable, 
e.g. estis vos. That this is the rule, and not the exception, 
in Plautus and the early poets has been shewn by Prof. Havet 
in his treatise on ‘1’S latin caduc’ (Etudes dédiées & G. Paris, 
Paris, 1891), who also proves it to have been a part of the 
pronunciation of the day. Whether the same letter was oc- 
casionally dropt before an initial vowel, as Dr Leo has con- 
jectured, is doubtful. If it was, it could only be to a very 
limited extent in cases of closely associated words e.g. amatu(s) 
est, amatust, like amatu(m) est, amatumst, where the m expresses 
the nasal sound of the vowel u, and possibly bonw(s) animus, 
aequu(s) animus, like aequanimitas. Plur(is) existumo, Pers. 
353, may easily be a mistake for plwre, which Charisius tells us 
was used in Old Latin. No other consonant, not even final m, 
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is ever dropt before an initial consonant; and so scansions like 
simittl fert, entm me nominat are to be referred to the law of 
‘brevis brevians.’ 

(6) Syncope of final short e in certain conjunctions, ad- 
verbs, and pronouns, when they stand before a word beginning 
with a consonant, e.g. nemp(e) tute diseras, ill(e) revertitur. 
This has been demonstrated by Dr Skutsch in the book just 
quoted, and is correctly referred by him to the suppression 
of the final vowel of these words in the rapid utterance of 
ordinary life. The liability of -% to be dropped in Latin is seen 
from the forms exemplar (older ewemplare), lac (in Plautus 
lacte) and many others. 

These six points of divergence between Plautine and 
Virgilian prosody do not however, with perhaps the exception 
of the fourth, bulk at all so largely in the verses of the 
Dramatists as the law first mentioned, the law of the ‘brevis 
brevians,’ It is this law which governs these scansions which 
we find on every page of Plautus, cav%, abi, domd, amd, voliip- 
tates, potéstates, and before an initial consonant simtl, fortim, 
and the like; but neither its exact limits, nor its precise 
relation to ordinary pronunciation, have yet been definitely 
established. The most familiar, and most frequent, instances 
of its operation are those disyllabic Imperatives of iambic form 
like cave, vide, ave, abi, puta, redi. Now Quintilian (1. 6, 21) 
tells us that in unconventional talk the second syllable of ave 
was shortened, though a few punctilious persons took pains 
to give it its proper long sound: (multum litteratus, qui sine 
aspiratione et producta secunda syllaba salutarit (avére est 
enim) et caléfacere dixerit potius quam quod dicimus et 
conservavisse, his adiciat face et dice et similia. Recta est haec 
via, quis neget ? sed adjacet et mollior et magis trita), and it is 
plain that its shortening was due to the fact that the natural 
tendency of all Latin final syllables, because unaccented, to be 
weakened was in this case aggravated by the precedence of a 
naturally short accented syllable. Anyone who tries to pro- 
nounce rapidly cv, céve, mdimé méné will appreciate the diffi- 
culty of keeping the second syllable long. This licence then of — 
the shortening of -é, -7 in ave, abi and similar words is not 
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a mere metrical licence in which Plautus indulged himself, but 
is an adherence to the actual pronunciation of colloquial Latin, 
When he scans the words vide sis as an anapaest, he is not 
allowing a bacchius, (.——), to take the place of an anapaest 
(vv-); he is giving to the words the anapaestic sound which 
they had in everyday speech. The same must be true of a 
word like voluptates. In conversation, unless one took special 
‘eare to give the second syllable its full weight, the word would 
be pronounced as an ionic a minore (1 ~—-), for the peculiar 
combination of short syllable preceding and accented syllable 
following would inevitably tend to weaken the second syllable. 
In the word ministerium the group of letters -nist- offered 
facilities for still further weakening, and the word sank to 
minsterium (mistertwm), a form presupposed by the Romance 
forms of the word, and actually read by some editors in Plautus, 


Pseud. 772, 
parvts magnisque ministers praefileor, 


where the MSS. have the corruption miserits. Cavillator in 
Truc. 683, as we see from the pun on caulibus (v. 686), must 
be pronounced caulator, and Schoell prints it so. I cannot 
therefore agree to refer these scansions, as Prof. Klotz does in 
his work on Early Roman Metre, to a law of ‘metrical’ shortening 
(das Metrische Kiirzungsgesetz). They had their origin in the 
colloquial pronunciation of the day, a pronunciation admitted 
by Plautus and Terence into their lines, but excluded by poets 
of the grander style like Virgil and Ovid in all cases except a 
few words (eg. vidén ut Virg., cavé and cavé Ovid), where 
popular usage was too strong for them!. Taking this view of 
the ‘brevis brevians’ law, let us see if we can fix more definitely 
its limitations. The difficulties in the way of settling the 
exact limits of any law or usage of Plautine verse are neces- 
sarily very great, owing to the comparative uncertainty of the 
text, For a large number of plays we have only one family of 
MSS., the Palatine (B, C, D), and even where we have the 
Ambrosian Palimpsest (A) to help us, it is not seldom found to 


* 1 Plautus uses the form of everyday the more precise avonculus of four 
talk afidnculus (3 syllables); Virgil syllables. 
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agree with the others in a manifestly wrong reading (eg. 
in line 572, and many other lines, of the Persa). The only 
course possible under the circumstances is to shape our law 
according tO the great majority of instances, and @ priori 
considerations of probability, without deferring unduly to a 
small minority of contradictory, or possibly contradictory, 
examples. One could easily adduce a few lines where the MSS. 
reading offers long final e in the Voc. Sing. of the 2nd De- 
clension, but the overpowering number of lines with short e in 
this case of the noun, coupled with the fact that no Indo- 
European language shews a trace of this e having ever been 
long, warrants us in laying it down as a law for Plautine verse 
that the ending of these Vocatives is always short, and in 
treating these MSS. readings, which seem to require @, as 
corruptions of the genuine text. Now with regard to the 
shortening of syllables in Latin, we know that a final syllable, 
through its not having the accent, tended to be shortened. 
The final -a of the Ist Declension, and of 2nd Declension 
Neuters, had been originally long, but became short in Latin 
even before Plautus’ time. At a later period a long vowel was 
shortened before certain final consonants, such as -7, -¢. This 
tendency of a final syllable to be weakened would be specially 
strong, as we have seen, in iambic words when rapidly uttered, 
so that we should from a priori arguments be quite prepared 
to find unimportant iambic words scanned as pyrrhics, not 
merely when ‘the final syllable shortened is one made long 
only by position, like simtél fert, but also when its vowel is 
naturally long, either when that vowel is final eg. wide, or 
when it precedes final -r, -¢, ete, like loguor, negat. This 
is exactly what the majority of instances shew. From the full 
lists eompiled by Leppermann (in a Miinster dissertation of 
1890) of iambic words with naturally long second syllable 
shortened in the Iambic and Trochaic metres of Plautus, we see 
that the most frequent instances (to say nothing of ego, miht, 
ibi, etc. which were rather pyrrhic words than iambic in 
Plautus’ time) are subsidiary Verbs of common use ending in a 
vowel eg. cavé (dicas), voli (scire), dabd (plagam), dedt 
(plagam), and Nouns like homéd, domi (restat), domd ( prodit). 
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Next in order of frequency come some words in -r, -t eg. 
moror, loquor, amat, negat, soror, minor, while words in -s are 
rarely shortened, eg. viros, bonos, foras, fores (pultat), and 
words ending in a diphthong perhaps never, unless we admit 
nove nuptae, bon&é frugi, where the shortening seems to be 
justified by the cohesion of these words into a compound like 
respublica, jusjurandum. Leppermann adds that the shortened 
forms are more frequent in Trochaic than in Iambic verse, and 
in both Metres in the first foot of the line or the hemistich 
than elsewhere; that is to say, they are regarded as more 
or less of a licence, sanctioned in some cases by the exigencies 
of the line only. The mere incidence of the metrical ictus 
on the final syllable is enough to prevent the shortening. All 
this makes me unwilling to speak of the ‘brevis brevians’ law 
as a mere usage of metre, applicable to any word of a particular 
metrical form, without regard to the nature of the word, and 
its position or emphasis in the sentence. It rather shews that 
in Iambic and Trochaic lines at least, for Leppermann’s lists 
are taken from these only, every case where an iambic word is 
seanned as a pyrrhic had a justification in the sound of that 
word in current pronunciation. Many of the words so shortened 
became at a later period confirmed by universal usage in their 
shortened form, eg. logudr, amit. Others, e.g. ave, though in 
Classical Poetry they retain the long quantity, we know to 
have had in the Latin of everyday life the same scansion as 
Plautus allows them. But to infer from these instances that 
any iambic word might be treated as a: pyrrhic in the Trochaic 
and Iambic lines of Plautus seems to me unwarranted by the 
evidence. 

The same remarks apply to such scansions as voltptatem. 
They are not merely ‘metrical’ shortenings; they reflect the 
ordinary pronunciation of the words. The coexistence of 
voliiptatem and voliiptatem in Plautus’ lines implies that in the 
talk of the day the word had in careful pronunciation the 
second syllable long by position, but that in careless utterance 
the second syllable was slurred, so as hardly to differ from a 
short syllable. So in a line like Cas. 426: 

et mets inimicis vdltiptatem credverim, 
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the right way of stating the case is to say, not that “the 
incidence of the metrical ictus on the first syllable of voluptatem 
shortens the second syllable,” but rather that the colloquial 
pronunciation of the word allowed of its being scanned on 
occasion with the second syllable short. We do not find the 
Nominative, voluptas, making an Anapaest, although if all that 
were required for the shortening of the second syllable were to 
let the metrical ictus fall on the first syllable, I do not see 
what was to prevent Plautus from writing 


et mets immicis vdlitptas exortbitur, 


but we do find voliiptas-mea, a word-group which had in 

pronunciation the accent on the third syllable, and so was 
pronounced more like voltptas-mea than like voliptas-mea. 

All this has important consequences for a moot point of 
Plautine prosody, the question whether Plautus ever shortened 
syllables long by nature in polysyllables like tnaequdlis. The 

number of instances that can possibly be quoted to shew that 
he did are extremely small, I might almost say infinitesimal, in 
comparison with the host of lines where the second syllable 
indubitably retains its natural length, and the a priori considera- 
tions are all against the hypothesis. For the shortening of a 
syllable long by position is a very different thing from the 
shortening of a syllable long by nature. The length of a 
syllable long by position merely is a somewhat uncertain 
quantity, depending on the nature of the consonants which 
follow the short vowel. When these consonants are a mute 
and a liquid (er, gr, etc.), we find the Augustan poets some- 
times scanning a syllable with a short vowel as long, sometimes 
allowing it to remain short, while the early Dramatists never 
allow it to be long at all (thus dgros or dgros in Virgil, but 
only dgros in Plautus). But the length of a vowel long by 

nature is a fixed quantity not easily altered. We have 

certainly instances in Latin of final long vowels becoming short, 

e.g. -a of the 1st Declension; and that shortening is correctly 

referred to the tendency of a final syllable, because unaccented, 
to be weakened. This tendency to weakening however can 

hardly, as we shall see, be proved to have actually effected the — 
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shortening of a final vowel that was long by nature, except 


- in iambic words like mthi, ibi, cave, where there was another 


shortening tendency at work to aid it, so that it is not un- 
reasonable to suppose that the -a of the 1st Declension was at 
first shortened only in words like erd, mord, and from these 
was extended by Analogy, and not through any natural process 
of phonetic change, to words of other than iambic form. But 
of the shortening of a long vowel in the middle of a word 
we can scarcely quote any instances except such verbs as 
caléfacere, which are really resolvable into two words cale 
facere (cf. Lucr. 6. 962 et facit are), and so, like widélicet 
or vidé licet, come under the class of iambic words with final 
long vowel, or digquinte (Gell. 10. 24), which admits of the 
same explanation, unless Synizesis of the first two syllables was 
the real influence at work here, and not shortening of the 
second. To our ears, I admit, it sounds as natural to make 
tnagqualis out of inaequalis as to make vdltiptatem out of 
voliiptatem, but that is merely because we have not that acute 
sense of the difference between a long and a short vowel which 
a Roman had, and which alone made a quantitative metre 
possible for him. The stock example of the shortening of a 
naturally long middle syllable is vertébamint in Ter. Phorm. 
902: ; 
quid dd me ibatis? ridiculum. verebémini, 

but here the reading is by no means certain, for the MSS. 
of the Calliopian recension (B, C, P) have an veremini, so 
that verebamini may be a mistake for veremini, as videbatur 
of the Palatine MSS. in Rud. 601 seems to be for videtur of A. 
In the other two instances quoted by Klotz (p. 89), Amph. 
930, Pseud. 1262 we have not the palimpsest to correct the 
Palatine reading. Another instance, cunitla (Greek Kovtnm), 
in Trin. 935: 

séd ubi apsintiiim fit atque cunila gallindcea, 

is hardly worth discussing ; for the natural and obvious treat- 
ment of the line is to pronounce atque as one syllable (whether 
we spell ac or not), and scan ac cunila, with termination of the 
first hemistich in the middle of a word, as in so many instances 
in Plautus (see the list given by Klotz, p. 209, with five from 
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this very play); and the burden of proof falls on those who would 
seek to justify any other treatment. The chance incidence of the 
metrical ictus on the first syllable could not, as we have seen, 
cause a syllable long by position, in volwptas, to become short, 
much less a vowel long by nature in cunila. If the word were 
properly scanned with short second syllable in this line, that 
would imply that the word was pronounced cunitla, or something 
like it, in colloquial Latin. Now we find the Greek name Phi- 
lippus, which has its second syllable long by position, not by 
nature (Aul. 696), scanned with this syllable short in Pers. 339: 


mirtim quin regis Philippi causa aut Attali, 


shewing that the Romans retained the Greek accentuation of 
the first syllable, Bidu7os, and so- were liable to slur the second 
syllable. We find the Greek tpurayn assuming in Latin the 
form tréitina, shewing that the Romans abandoned that Greek 
accentuation of the short second syllable which contravened the 
laws of the Latin accent. But what could possibly have induced 
them to abandon the accentuation of the long penult of xovtdm, 
and shift the accent to the first syllable in defiance of Greek 
and Latin accentuation alike? If céintla really were the Latin 
form (like s¢mila), then it was a form as widely divergent from 
the Greek original as Proserpina from Ilepoedovy, and cannot 
be quoted as a proof that the accentuation of a neighbouring 
syllable might shorten a naturally long vowel. 

A stronger argument might be drawn from dncdra (Greek 
dryxipa), but the substitution of o for w in this word indicates 
that Analogy or some other force has been at work, so that the 
Latin form is not a direct reproduction of the Greek. Besides, 
ancora has a long first syllable and can have no bearing on the 
‘brevis brevians’ law. : | 

Still less plausible is the proposal to scan édrum, édirum, 


instead of regarding the first two syllables as united by Syni- 


zesis. Indeed, the investigations of Leppermann and Boemer 
into the treatment of iambic words in Plautus and Terence 
seem to shew that even disyllabic forms like eos, meos, deos are 
rather to be regarded as cases of Synizesis, és, méos, than of 


‘brevis brevians,’ %s, més. For, as was mentioned before, a — 


att 
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naturally long vowel is seldom shortened by this law before 
final s. Scansions like bonds, fords, redis are rare, but these 
words e0s, meas, meis, suos, suas, suis occur over and over again 
with a metrical worth which admits of being stated either as 
two short syllables or one long syllable. The natural inference 
then is that the latter alternative is the correct statement of 
the case, and this is confirmed by the occurrence of spellings 
like mis for meis, sis for suis. Whether scio, die should on 
oceasion be pronounced sci or scid, dié or déé is difficult to 
determine. A monosyllabic piér seems required in Merc. 292 
puer stm, Lysimache, where a disyllable would be accented 

puér sum, and is perhaps attested by compounds like Marcipor. 
: Another moot point in connexion with the ‘brevis brevians’ 
law is its extension to cretic words. We have seen that a final 
syllable, even when long by nature, tended to be weakened in 
Latin, and that this tendency found expression not infrequently 
in iambic words like modo, modos, erat, loguor, where an addi- 
tional weakening force was in operation, namely the ‘attraction,’ 
if we may so term it, exercised by the accented short syllable 
preceding. But in cretic words this additional influence was 
absent ; and we are not entitled to infer that the final syllable 
of commodo, commodos, venerat, colloquor must have been equally 
liable to weakening. If to our ears cémmodés sounds as 
natural as médés, this is due to the predominance of stress 
over vowel-quantity in the Teutonic languages. An Italian 
does not weaken the last vowel of the word ‘ Tivoli,’ as it is 
weakened by English lips, though he lays, like us, the stress on 
the first syllable. There is therefore no a priori certainty that 
the final syllable os would be treated in commodos in the same 
way as in modos, although the occurrence in Horace’s poems 
(especially the Satires and Epistles) of Pollid, diwerd, menti, 
and the like, gives some colour of probability to the supposition ; 
and when we examine the treatment of such words in Plautus, 
we find that instances of cretic words being scanned as dactyls 
in Iambic and Trochaic lines are, if found at all in dialogue 
passages, found only in the first foot of the line or hemistich, 
while in Terence they are not found at all. In the Anapaestic 
verses of Plautus such scansions are very frequent, the natural 
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deduction from which is that this transformation of a cretic 
into a dactylic word is a licence borrowed by Plautus from his 
Anapaestic Cantica for occasional use in cases of urgent metrical 
necessity in those lines which follow metres ‘sermoni pro- 
piora.’ Prof. Klotz has declared it unreasonable to suppose 
that different usages of versification prevailed in Anapaestiec, 
and other metres peculiar to Cantica, from those observed in 
the Iambic and Trochaic dialogue passages. Still when one 
reads an Anapaestic Canticum of Plautus, one cannot help 
feeling that we have here an experiment in verse-making, an 
attempt to force a language, ill adapted for the purpose, to run 
in the grooves of Greek metre ; and this feeling is justified by 
the fact that these Anapaestic Metres were entirely discarded 
by Plautus’ later imitator, Terence, on whose plays indeed 
Quintilian passes the criticism, ‘plus adhuc habitura gratiae, 
si intra versus trimetros stetissent.’ 

So far we have seen that the law of ‘ brevis brevians’ is in 
the dialogue metres confined to: (1) the final syllables of 
such iambic words as, from their frequency of use and their 
subordination in the sentence, were liable to be pronounced 
rapidly and indistinctly, whether these final syllables are long 
by position merely or by nature. Of words with final syllable 
long by nature the most liable to this weakening are those 
ending in a vowel, then those ending in certain consonants, such 
as -r, -t,e.g. simitil fert, vidé, homd, loquor, erdit. 

(2) The second syllables, when long by position, of long 
words with short initial syllable and with the third syllable 
accented in ordinary pronunciation, e.g. voliiptatem, voliiptatibus. 

To these polysyllabic words we have now to add polysyllabic 
word-groups, such as voliiptds-mea, moléstaé-sunt, in-txércitum, 
ub(t)-éfféceris ; and here we should expect the same limitation 
to hold, viz. that the syllable shortened must be one long by 
position only, and not by nature. We find this expectation 
confirmed by the lists given by Klotz (pp. 73 sqq.). The short- 
ening in question appears most frequently when a short mono- 
syllabic! conjunction, or other word closely associated with a 
verb, precedes a compound verb whose first syllable is long by 
position, e.g. ut tncedit, or when a short monosyllabic prepos- 
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ition precedes a noun or adjective similarly compounded with a 
preposition, e.g. in incertas, per Sppressionem, in Scculto. That 
the preposition in a compound was peculiarly liable to be 
shortened we see from a form like dmitto for obmitto, ommitto, 
with first syllable shortened even in classical poetry, not to 
speak of Lucilius’ ore crupto ; and the main body of instances 
are of this kind, though we have also examples like quod dirgen- 
twm in Cure. 613, 


quéd argentum, quas tt mihi tricas nérras? quam tu 
vtrginem ? 

where argentwm is said by Klotz to follow the analogy of prepos- 
itional compounds like arcesso, arbitror. The prepositions in 
and con before s, f lengthened their vowel in Cicero’s time 
(Orator 48. 159), and we apparently do not find shortenings 
in such compounds. (Read infwmatis with the Palatine MSS. 
and Priscian in Stich. 493.) We have also word-groups com- 
posed of pairs of monosyllables’ closely united in pronunciation 
with each other and with the following word, e.g. nis(z) cb sese, 
ub(t) hine wero. Klotz regards these as disyllabic word-groups, 
and by this view they should follow the analogy of iambic 
words like wide, domi, dabo, and allow shortening of syllables 
long by nature, as well as of those long by position. If we 
look at Klotz’s lists on pp. 69 sqq., we see the enclitic pronoun 
hic in its various forms haec; hac, huc etc. shortened in this way, 
e.g. Stich. 237 quis haée est, Truc. 480 fer hite verbenam, though 
in each instance of the preposition a we might easily read ab, 
e.g. Capt. 206 quid & nobis metuit. Other of his examples are 
not so well established, e.g. Bacch. 491, 


sdtin ut quem tu habeds fidelem tibi, atit quoi credas néscias, 
and one at least should be without hesitation rejected, Cas. 496, 


quibus bdttuatur tibi Os, senex nequtssume (so the Palatine MSS.), 

whether the true remedy be to read with Schoell qui os battu- 

atur tibi, or to scan batt(u)atur (like the Vulgar Latin batt- 

(u)ere), 
, quibus bdtt(u)atur tibi 6s, senex nequissume, 

1 This includes words made monosyllables by elision. 

Journal of Philology. vou. xxi. 14 
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for the accentuation bdtt(u)atir tibi would not violate the 
Dipody law. 

To these Klotz adds (pp. 80 sqq.) words which have become 
Iambic through elision of the final vowel, e.g. widétqu(e), 
licttn(e), proféct(o), quiésc(e). But he fails to convince us that 
the shortening is permissible only in the elided, and not in the 
full forms, of these words. The scansion vidéique, licttne must 
indeed be accepted, but its acceptance would lead one rather to 
believe that the pronunciation of these verbs vidét, lictt was so 
established in popular usage that, when the enclitic que, or ne, 
was added, the compound word was treated as a tribrach, and 
took the accent on the antepenultimate. Profécto, dedisse, 
dedisti have not yet received adequate explanation ; the evid- 
ence however is quite insufficient to prove that the shortening 
had anything to do with elision of the final vowel; quiesce 
should certainly be scanned with Synizesis, quéésce, like qutétus; 
perinde, Stich. 520, was according to the Latin Grammarians 
pronounced with the accent on the first syllable (Priscian Xv. 
9, p. 67: cf. Servius ad Aen. VI. 743); and I imagine that few 
will support Prof. Klotz in scanning : 


Aul. 599 értle imperium ediscat ut quod fréns velit ocult 
sciant. 


Stich. 700 dmitcam uter utrobi decumbamus. Abi tu sane 
styperior. 

Capt. 90 vel tre éxtra portam trigeminam ad sacctim licet. 

Mil, 24 nisi tinum: épityra apud illa éstur insané bene. 


We have therefore no reason to extend the ‘ brevis brevians’ 
law beyond iambic words and word-groups on the one hand, and 
polysyllabic words or word-groups on the other, nor to allow 
that it effected the shortening of syllables by nature in any 
but the first of these two spheres, and even there in more 
than a very limited number of instances. Nor have we found 
any cause why the law should be regarded as a mere usage of 
metre, and not rather as a reflexion of actual pronunciation. 


W. M. LINDSAY. 


THE PRINTED EDITIONS OF NONIUS MARCELLUS. 


Mr John Henry Onions, whose premature and lamented 
death in 1889 was a most serious loss to learning, left behind 
him a mass of materials collected by him during a period of 
some ten years for a new edition of Nonius. These comprised 
(1) a text of the first three books, written out for press, with an 
apparatus criticus containing the results of his collations of 
manuscripts: (2) collations of the MSS. of the remaining 
books. 

These collections were offered to the Delegates of the 
Clarendon Press, who ultimately placed them in my hands with 
a request that I should complete the edition. On examining 
them I found that the apparatus criticus to the first three books 
gave an account of the manuscript readings only. There was 
no mention of the contributions to the text which have been 
made since the Renaissance, although, as is natural, Mr Onions’ 
text is largely founded on these contributions. Half of the 
apparatus criticus had, in short, to be written. 

I take this opportunity of explaining, in justice to Mr 
Onions’ memory, under what circumstances the work of editing 
Nonius must be carried on. Having to add to his apparatus 
criticus an accurate report of the work of the Renaissance and 
post-Renaissance scholars, I took some pains to ascertain how 
far the statements of Lucian Miiller and Quicherat are to be 
accepted as trustworthy. Some misgiving with regard to Lucian 
Miiller I felt on reading his very first page. He makes Cicero 
(De Sen. 8 § 25) quote Caecilius as saying twm equidem in 
senecta hoc deputo miserrimum, Sentire ea aetate esse se odiosum 

14—2 
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alteri. Upon this he proceeds to charge Cicero with inter- 
polating Caecilius, beeause he was offended with the word 
eumpse (eumpse esse odiosum). But Cicero quoted eumpse 
without scruple, if we may believe the best (the Leyden) MS. 
of the De Senectute, which reads sentire ea aetate ewm se esse 
odiosum altert. Inaccuracies must occur in the work of every 
scholar, and I should certainly not think it right to call attention 
to faults of this kind, were it not that neither Gerlach and 
Roth, nor Quicherat, nor Lucian Miiller, seem to have given 
any serious attention to the editions of 1470 and 1471. Owing 
to this fact, a considerable number of emendations which are 
due to the edition of 1470 have been wrongly attributed to 
other scholars. 

But this is not all. I found that the Bodleian Library con- 
tains a copy of Junius’ edition which once belonged to Scaliger, 
and which contains a number of manuscript notes from his 
hand, many of which have remained, down to the present time, 
almost unknown. 

In this paper, then, I propose to give some account of the 
most important printed editions of Nonius, with the view of 
supplementing, and in some points correcting, the reports of 
previous editors. In particular, I shall quote passages from the 
first book shewing that far too little attention has been paid to 
the editions of 1470 and 1471; and shall (with the permission 
of Bodley’s Librarian) publish a first instalment of the manu- 
script notes of Scaliger above mentioned. 

The text of Nonius was copied in the Carolingian era from 
a manuscript written in capitals’; but was apparently not 
transcribed at all in the eleventh, twelfth, thirteenth or four- 
teenth centuries. In the fifteenth century, however, copies were 
frequently made, and bad manuscripts consequently got into the 
hands of the earliest editors. A French MS. of Nonius was 
sent to Italy by Poggio, who speaks of it in a letter to Nicolai 
Niccoli written in 1425. After this date Nonius was transcribed 
a great deal in Italy. 

Between 1470 and 1500 (including the latter year) Nonius 
was printed at least ten times. The first edition was that of 

1 Lucian Miiller, vol. 2 p. 263. 
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Pomponius Laetus', published by Lawer in 1470. In 1468 
Laetus, who had been arrested in Sicily on a charge of re- 
publican and anti-Christian conspiracy, was brought back to 
Rome, and imprisoned in the Castle of St Angelo. Voigt well 
describes him as an “iiberspannten Alterthiimler, dessen Ideale 
in uraltem Rom und in den altesten Wérten und Formeln der 
rémischen Sprache lagen.” It is not surprising that after his 
liberation (for liberated he was, after an abject act of submission 
to the Pope) he should undertake an edition of Nonius. 

His preface deserves to be quoted on all accounts. Pom- 
pontus Gaspari salutem. Rogavit me Georgius Laur de Her- 
bipoli, fidelissimus librorum impressor, ut Noni Marcelli opus 
percurrerem atque si fieri posset corrigerem....Auxiliante Volsco 
et nostris etiam amicis opem ferentibus multa in eo depravata 
correximus, non ut quibusdam mos est nova fecimus sed ex- 
emplaria ipsa contulimus. At the end of the volume are the 
following verses : 


Ex scriptis rerum, ut fertur, cognoscitur omnis 
Causa: patent illis oppida, bella, duces: 

Scriptort multum debemus, nec minus illis 
Maiorum qui non scripta perire sinunt. 

Marcelli studium multorum inscitia Noni 
Sprevit, dignum omni posteritate legi: 

Correctum pariter ceu scripserit auctor habeto 
Illud Pompont, candide lector, ope. 


Of Laetus’ Nonius it would perhaps be too much to say 
what Spengel’ says of his Varro published in 1471, Pomponius 
non pauca nec levia, sed plura et gravissima correxit, multa bene, 
plura perverse et minus verecunde. The last words are true of 
the Nonius. But though they are true, though Laetus knows 


1 For some account of this curious Orsini (Paris, 1887), Laetus was a 


and interesting character the reader 
may be referred to Voigt, Die Wieder- 
belebung des Classischen Alterthums, 
vol. 2p.239foll.; to the third volume of 
Creighton’s History of the Popes; and 
to Nolhac, La Bibliothéque de Fulvio 


professor in Rome, and the head of an 
association enthusiastic for the promo- 
tion of classical study. 

2 Preface to his Varro De Lingua 
Latina, p. xix. 
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no Greek, though he has bad manuscripts before him, manu- 
scripts too, which omit the third book; though he alters his 
text in many cases with desperate eagerness, leaving at the same 
time many sentences which bear no meaning: his work is 
stamped with the mark of real Latin scholarship, and he has 
anticipated, in a considerable number of instances, corrections 
of reading or of orthography which modern editors have at- 
tributed to later scholars. Of these I give the following ex- 
amples from the first book : 

P.3 9 (Mercier): conparce Laetus. 

5 10 (from Cicero De Re Publica): ita magnam habet 
viam disciplina verecundiae: carent temeto omnes mulieres. 
Vim Laetus, and after him Junius. 

5 14 From Varro Hst Modus Matulae. Quis in omni Vita 
heluo...olfacit temetum? Helio MSS.: hellwo Laetus and after 
him Junius: helwo edd. 1476—1483. 

6 2 ILugurtino Laetus. 

8 23 From Varro’s Gerontodidascalus. Putas eos non citius 
tricas Tellenas quam id extricaturos? The MSS give tellanas ; 
Laetus reads Tellenas, which was subsequently conjectured by 
Turnebus, who has had all the credit of it. 

9 21 From Accius’ Epinaustmache. Item ad maestitiam 
mutam infantum quadrupedum. Mutam Laetus for mutuam, 
and so the edd, to 1483: but the credit is given to Junius. 

12 22 Suppilare est involare vel rapere, a pilorum raptu ; 
unde et furtum passt compilari dicuntur. Compilart MSS.: 
Junius wrote compilati, which is due to Laetus. 

13 3 Haustra proprie dicuntur rotarum cadi, ab hawriendo. 
Cadi has been successfully defended by Munro, but Madvig 
Adv. 2 p. 654 has proposed to read radit, which Lucian Miiller 
adopts. It is not generally known that radii was conjectured 
by Laetus. 

15 26 From the Meleager of Accius. Hum suae vitae 
finem ac fati internecionem fore Meleagro, ubi torrus esset 
interfectus flammeus. Suum vitae MSS.: suae Laetus, and so ed. 
1471. L. Miiller attributes it to ed. 1476. 

17 24 From Lucilius. Ipse ecus non formonsus, gradarius, _ 
optimus vector. Victor MSS.: vector Laetus, which dropped out 
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of the editions until it was taken up again by Bentinus. 
L. Miiller attributes vector to the “vulgata.” 

18 21 From Lucilius. Frumentarius * est modium hic secum 
atque rutellum una adfert. Unam or unum MSS.: una Laetus, 
the credit of which is given to ed. 1476. 

18 34 From Lucilius. Publius Pavus Tuditanus mihi 
quaestor. Tuditanus is a correction of Bouterwek’s: but Laetus 
nearly anticipated it by writing Tudicanus. 

26 5 The name Alcmenam is written by Laetus (and 
again in ed. 1483) Alewmenam. The spelling is now known to 
be often right, though in this place it would be unmetrical. 

27 1 Strabones sunt strambi quos nunc dicimus. The 
spelling strambus of the word usually written strabus has been 
supposed to be quite a modern discovery: Loewe in his 
Prodromus p. 391 calls it a vox hucusque non nota. Laetus 
knew of it, however, for he wrote quos nunc strambos dicimus : 
and so the editions of 1471, 1476, and 1478. Strabi all editions 
from 1483 to Lucian Miiller. 

- 27 26 On the word putus. Nam et rationes putari dictae 
sunt ete. Orationes edd. 1471—1483; rationes Laetus and 
again Ald. 

33 23 From a letter of Cicero to Octavianus. In quo 
tua me provocabit oratio, mea consecuta est segnis. So the MSS.: 
provocavit Laetus, which is attributed to ed. 1476. 

35 9 From Lucilius. Insperato abiit, quem wna angina 
sustulit hora. Abit the MSS.: abit is credited to Junius, but 
Laetus had anticipated it. 

35 30 Discerniculum...dicta a iiesetaets So the MSS. : 
dictum Laetus and ed. 1476, to which Miiller ascribes it. 

36 31 From Lucilius. Haut litteras doceas lutum. Littera 
the MSS.: litteras is attributed by Miiller to the modern editor 
Gerlach, but it is as old as Laetus. 

445 From Varro on the word pandere. Sed quod in 
asylum qui confugissent panis daretur, esse nomen (Pandae) 
Jictum a pane dando, Confugisset the MSS., which are probably 
right. But the editors read confugissent and attribute it to the 
Aldine: it is really due to Laetus, and was adopted by all 
editors after him. 
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45 12 On the word cassus. Sed magis ab aranearum 
cassibus ductam, quod sunt leves ac nullius ponderis. Leves for 
levis is due to Laetus. 

47 19 From Varro’s Gerontodidascalus. Vineis ubi ampla 
cella, torculum respondeat. Respondeat MSS. and so Laetus, 
and after him Junius and L, Miiller: others read cella et torculum 
respondeant. 

49 1 Trossuli dicti sunt torosuli. Torosuli is attributed to 
Ald., but Laetus has torossulz. 

53 8 On the word vestibulum. Atque ob hance constitionem 
et quasi stabulationem primos ingressus domorum vestibula 
nominatos. The MSS. give consictionem or consitionem: Laetus. 
rightly reads constitionem, which is attributed to Turnebus. 

65 8 From the Alcyones of Cicero. Hune genuit claris 
delapsus ab astris Praevius Aurorae, solis noctisque satelles. 
Cladis or claudis the MSS. : claris Laetus, for which the Aldine 
has got the credit. 

66 4 Hacordes concordesve ex corde. Laetus prints excordes 
concordes vecordesve, thus nearly anticipating L. Miiller’s cor- 
rection excordes vaecordes concordesque. I add from Book 2 

68 11 Sisenna historiographus lib. iv. The correction 
historiarum is attributed to ed. 1476: it is found in edd. 1470 
and 1471. 

68 16 Cum etiam tum intellecto Crassus esset. In lecto 
Laetus and ed. 1471; the correction is attributed to ed. 1476. 

70 13 Cicero de finibus bonorum et malorum et Marcus IT. 
The intrusive words et Marcus are omitted by Laetus and ed. 
1471, though ed. 1476 gets the credit. 

The next printed edition is that of 1471. This has no 
preface, nor any indication whatever to guide us to the editor's 
name or to the place of printing and publication. At the end 
of the volume is an imperfect hexameter, Finito libro Laus et 
Gloria Christo. Like Laetus’ edition of the preceding year, 
this is founded on a manuscript or manuscripts which omitted 
the third book. No one can look into it without perceiving at 
once that it gives a text quite different from that of Laetus, 
though many of his corrections reappear in it. Was the edition — 
(one is almost tempted to think so from the verse at the end) 
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intended as a protest against the supposed heresies of Laetus ? 
Whether this be the case or no, the fact remains that the edition 
of 1471 entirely superseded that of 1470, and was taken as the 
basis of all succeeding editions until the appearance of the 
Aldine in 1513. A new feature in it is the alphabetical index 
of the words treated by Nonius, with which it begins. 

Having mentioned some cases in which readings attributed 
to later editions were anticipated in the edition of 1470, or in 
those of 1470 and 1471, I will point out a few which are due 
exclusively to the edition of 1471. 

P.10, 11: 11,12—15. The words torialium et toralium... 
segestria appellabant, which belong to p. 11, 12—15 are in the 
MSS wrongly placed on p. 10. The first edition in which the 
error is corrected is that of 1471, not (as L. Miiller says) that of 
1476. 

16 18 Prolubium for proluvium is first found in ed. 1471. 
_ 38 7 Syrus ipse ac mastigias. Iste ed. 1471, and after it 
ed. 1476. 

50 11 Fures...quod per obscuras atque atras noctes op- 
portuna sit eius mali effectio. The modern editors state that 
ed. 1476 reads eis for eius: the alteration (a wrong one, by the 
way) is due to ed. 1471. 

66 11 Quod melior mors sapientioribus quam vita probetur. 
For sapientioribus ed. 1471 reads sapientibus, which again is 
attributed to ed. 1476. 

The next edition is that of Jenson, Venice, 1476. This 
edition has, as I have shewn, obtained the credit for many 
readings which are really due to those of 1470 and 1471. It is 
in reality based largely upon that of 1471, on which it is an 
improvement. It should be mentioned in particular that the 
editor shews more knowledge of Greek than his predecessors. 
The index at the beginning is taken from ed. 1471. 

In 1478 Nonius was again printed at Venice’. This is the 
first edition in which Nonius and Paulus (not Festus) are 
printed together; so that Lucian Miiller is not quite accurate 
in saying (vol. 2 p. 278) that Varro and Festus were habitually 


1 The Bodleian copy of this edition, of Harrow, is wrongly dated on the 
which once belonged to Henry Drury _ back 1499. 
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printed together with.Nonius after 1476, and that this was first 
done in 1480+, Paulus, it may be observed, had been printed in 
1471, 1475, 1477, and 1478. In the volume now under con- 
sideration the letter S of Nonius’ second book has changed 
places with the letter S of Paulus. The index is different 
from that of 1471, and begins aura, atque, anchorae. 

In the Parma edition of 1480 Nonius is followed by Varro 
De Lingua Latina and Paulus. The Varro is that of Laetus 
published in 1471: the index is that of ed. 1478. This edition 
follows in the main those of 1471 and 1476, but decidedly not 
that of 1470, which seems curious, as the editor adopts the 
Varro of Laetus. 

Two editions of Nonius were published in 1483; one at 
Brescia (per Bononium de Boninis de Ragusia), the other at - 
Venice. They are merely reprints of ed. 1480, but in the 
Venice edition Varro is printed last. The indices of both are 
differently arranged from that of ed. 1480. 

The Venice edition of 1492 again contains Nonius, Paulus, 
and Varro De Lingua Latina. The Nonius is on the whole the 
Nonius of 1471; the index, like that of 1478, begins with 
aura, atque, akered 

In 1498 a reprint of ed. 1492, somewhat improved, appauee 
at Venice. And in 1500? Battista Pio published a Nonius at 
Milan. The original edition I have not seen, but the British 
Museum Library contains a reprint of it dated 1511. The 
volume contains Nonius, Varro De Lingua Latina, and Paulus. 
In his dedication (to Guiddotto) Pius claims to have restored 
Nonius, Varro, and Paulus in pristinam faciem, abstersa omni 
vitiligine et foeditate, and at the end of the volume he says 
- multa perperam adducta testimonia restituimus.  Legebatur 
passim ‘ Vatro’ (sic) ‘de vita patrum.’ Emendatum iri putavimus, 
et ‘de vita popula Romani’ censuimus esse legendum. A modern 
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1 «“Deinde” (i.e. after 1476) “iungi 
“coepti cum Nonio Varro et Festus, 
‘quod primum, quantum constat, 
‘‘factum est in editione Parmensi a. 
©1480.” 

2 I take this date upon trust, not 
having been able to see a copy of Pio’s 


edition. Itis not to be found either in 
the British Museum or the Bodleian 
Library. A note at the beginning of 
the reprint of 1511, in the British 
Museum, by C. B. Lenghnich, assigns 
the original Milan edition to 1510. 
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scholar will at first sight characterize the editor’s claims as 
enormously overstated, for Pio’s text, so far as I have examined 
it, is not a great improvement on those of his predecessors. He 
knows nothing of Lactus’ edition of 1470: and even his cor- 
rection De Vita Populi Romani for De Vita Patrum is not 
consistently inserted. But allowance must be made for the 
circumstances of the time, and the fashion which scholars then 
sometimes adopted in speaking of their own work. Laetus 
himself exaggerates his own performance in very much the same 
way. 

Hitherto the existence of the third book of Nonius seems to 
have been unknown: but in 1511 it was published at Pesaro! by 
Clarelius Lupus of Spoletum, together with the Orthographia 
of Terentius Scaurus, and Caper’s De Differentiis, Orthographia, 


~ and De Verbis Dubiis. The book is dedicated to Galeazzo 


Sforza. There is a second dedication, printed before the 
Nonius, -to Alexander Turcellanus, who, it is implied, assisted 
the editor with his corrections. Capri Grammaticam Nonium 
De Indiscretis Generibus ac Terenti Scawri grammatici nobi- 
lissimt orthographiam, qui Adriani florens temporibus librum 
etiam de casellit (sic) vindicis grammatici erroribus conscripstt, 
artificiosorum characterum formulis insignirt exoptavi. Quod 

ut emendatius fieri contingeret tuo iudicio corrigendos tradidi. 
This, the first printed edition of the third book, was appar- 
ently unknown to Giovanni Giocondo (Jucundus) the architect 
and scholar, who in his old age (1513) edited Nonius for Aldus. 
At least, the text of Giocondo’s third book differs so much from 
that of Lupus as to make it extremely unlikely that the later 
editor knew anything of the labours of the former. Giocondo 
was summoned to Paris as royal architect in 1499. It was, I sup- 
pose, during this visit that he found and copied his manuscript 
of Pliny’s letters edited by Aldus in 1508, Of his Nonius Aldus 
says Nonw Marcelli Compendia, in quibus tertia fere pars addita 
est, non ante impressa, idque labore et diligentia Iucundi nostri 
Veronensis, qui in Gallia Nonium cum antiquis contulit exem- 
1 This fact does not seem to be Pisauri per Hieronymum Socinatem 


known to the editors of Nonius. At sub Constantio Sfortia Die Penultimo 
the end of it is the notice Impressum  Octobris M.D.XI. 
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plaribus. Additus prueterea est longus tractatus de generibus. 
Giocondo, then, must have worked at Nonius also during the 
same time, and fallen in with really good manuscripts’. 

The longus tractatus de generibus is the third book, now for 
the first time embodied in the work. 

Giocondo’s Nonius of 1513 marks an immense advance upon 
the previous editions. Based upon good manuscripts of the 
whole work, it formed the groundwork of all subsequent edi- 
tions. The Greek quotations and illustrations appear for the 
first time in presentable form throughout; and, though much 
erroneous matter is left, still more is removed. 

In this edition Nonius is printed with Varro De Lingua 
Latina and Paulus as part of the Cornucopiae of Nicolas Perotti, 
archbishop of Siponto. This miscellany, printed first in 1489, - 
contained originally only Perotti’s Commentary on Martial and 
notes upon Pliny the younger. These pieces now come first in 
the new and fuller volume. 

The Cornucopiae in its new shape was reprinted at Basel in 
1521, and again in 1526 and 1527. At the end of the edition 
of 1527 (those of 1521 and 1526 I have not seen) are printed a 
number of emendations by Michael Bentinus: hue accedunt 
Castigationes in hunc ipsum Noniwm non contemnendae, obiterque 
in Varronem et Festum ex veterum codicum fide Michaelis Ben- 
tint opera. Bentinus’ emendations are generally very good, con- 
sisting to a large extent of supplements to Nonius’ quotations, 
made from the text of the authors quoted. 

Between 1527 and 1565, when the next important edition 
of Nonius appeared, philological research is shifting its centre of 
gravity from Italy to France. Italy is represented by Antonius 
Augustinus, Floridus Sabinus, and Victorius: France by Mu- 
retus, D’Aurat, Brodeau, the Stephenses, Turnebus, Cujas and 
Lambinus: while Leopardus and Fruitiers (Fruterius) appear in 
the Low Countries. 

Adrian de Jongh, known in the learned world as Hadrianus 
Junius, combined the study of antiquity with the profession of 
medicine.. His eventful life was passed in England, in Den- 


1 Lucian Miiller thinks they may Harleian and the Leyden. 
have been those now known as the 
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mark, and in the Low Countries, where he ended his days at 
Haarlem, in his sixty-fifth year, in 1575. His edition of Nonius 
he published while rector of the school of his boyhood at 
Haarlem. For this difficult task he had prepared himself by 
wide classical reading and discursive writing. In his various 
works he had touched upon Quintus Curtius, Seneca’s Ludus, 
Eustathius, and Plutarch’s Symposiaca Problemata, besides Greek 
lexicography and ancient proverbs. His six books of Animad- 
versa had been published at Basel in 1556. 

To De Jongh Nonius’ book is still an authority of great 
importance ; fecundum quoddam Copiae Cornu et instructissima, 
ut ita dicam, apotheca he calls it in his Dedication to Maxi- 
milian II. His author’s text he describes as foedis maculis 
deturpatum ac mutilum quoque, in quo emendando certatim cum 
summa. contentione a doctis cwm Germanis tum Italis Gallisque 
sudatum est..... A me (he continues) bis mille amplius locis et 
emendatus et interpolatus et auctus est. Qua in re et propria 
industria difficultates expugnare aggressus sum, et vetustissimis 
apographis. In his preface, addressed to Sambucus, he says 
ingentes ac tantum non Herculeos labores in urgendo pertinacius 
incepto exantlavi. 

Junius is sparing in his mention of the scholars to whose 
labours he is indebted, nor does he tell us what were the vetus- 
tissima apographa on which he bases his text. His own correc- 
tions are often silently inserted in the text, often printed in the 
" margin. 3 

The book opens with an index of authors quoted. Nonius 
and Fulgentius are printed together, but Varro and Paulus are 
_ discarded. A new era of criticism has dawned. A scholar of 
Junius’ mark would not now dream of attempting to edit three 
such texts simultaneously. 

It is needless for me to add anything to the well-merited 
_ eulogies which scholars have been unanimous in pronouncing 

_ upon Junius’ edition. If the Aldine represents the final effort 
of the earliest school of the revived learning, Junius’ book may 
be said to mark the beginning of another period, the period when 
scientific criticism is first coming into existence. 

Joseph Scaliger, whose Coniectanea appeared in 1565, must 
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have bought De Jongh’s Nonius soon after its appearance. 
His copy is now in the Bodleian Library, and belongs to the 
Meerman collection (Cat. Meerman vol. 2 no. 39), On the 
second page of the fly-leaf Scaliger has written as follows: 
Nonius Marcellus collatus ad vetus exemplar optimum cuius 
copia nobis facta est. Anno a Christo nato MDLX.V.* Ca- 
lendas Novembris. Iosephus Scaliger contult. In eo exemplart 
quaecumque offendimus margint apposuimus. Nam in quibus 
littera N signata est, haec sunt nostrae conjecturae. Ubi c est, 
est Cuiac Iurisconsulti codex. 

In 1565 Scaliger was in Rome, so that the vetus exemplar 
optimum may have been one of the Roman manuscripts. The 
readings which he records do not coincide with those of any 
of the copies collated by Onions; but they often do with those 
of the editio princeps of 1470. : 

The other manuscript Scaliger can hardly have known 
before 1570, when he was at Valence with Cujas. Cujas, as 
is well known, lent other manuscripts to Scaliger, notably the 
valuable one of Ausonius. This copy of Nonius is probably the 
same as that used by Mercier, who says of it in the preface to 
his second edition’ that it was very imperfect in the fourth book. 
In this book Scaliger has made very few notes from it. 

Scaliger’s conjectures are often (as he tells us) indicated by ~ 
N*, but often also by S, Sc, or Scal. The last three abbrevi- 
ations in many cases, but not always, indicate conjectures which 
he had already published in his Varro, Festus, Catalecta, or else- 
where. There is also a considerable number of notes, which must 
belong to Scaliger’s later years, quoted from Canter, Cujas, 
Muretus, Lipsius, and other scholars. Had Scaliger published 
his own conjectures, it would have been found, as I will shew 
in a moment, that he had anticipated, in a great number of 
instances, certain corrections afterwards made by others. 

These notes of Scaliger have never been published, though 


1 This must be an error for insignitas maculas deterserat, sed eo 


MDLXV. V. Calendas Novembris. longe recentiori neque integro, aberat 
2 Usus sum eodem tempore libro manu- enim magna pars capitis quarti. 
scripto maximi Jurisconsultorum Ja- 3 Probably for Nos, as Mr Madan 


cobi Cujacii, cujus ille opera aliquot suggests. 
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they have been read and copied once at least. Towards the 
end of last year I wrote to the Librarian of the University at 
Leyden, asking whether his library contained any manuscript 
notes of Scaliger upon Nonius. With his accustomed courtesy 
and kindness he at once forwarded for my use two copies of Junius’ 
edition. One of these belonged to Isaac Voss, and contains a 
large number of Scaliger’s notes. These, I found, consist partly 
of Scaliger’s printed emendations, partly of the manuscript 
notes written in the Meerman or Bodleian copy which I have 
just mentioned. At the beginning of the first book of Nonius 
is a distinct statement that the writer had before him the copy 
belonging to Scaliger, to which I have referred. Hoe scio (he 
says) in melioribus codicibus titulum istum (‘ Peripatetici’) non 
comparere ; testem te invoco, illustrissime npws ac domine, Ios. 
Scaliger, qui Noniwm ante annos fere XL ad optimas mem- 
branas contulisti libri MS qui fuit penes principem I Cem 7, 
Cujac. V. Cl. . 

I suppose that the words ante annos fere XZ refer to the 
statement by Scaliger in his own copy, that he began to make 
his notes in 1565. This would shew that the words above 
quoted were written in the year 1605 or thereabouts, The 
writer cannot therefore be Isaac Voss, who was born in 1618, 
but he may be Gerhard John Voss (1577—1649). 

I find that the notes made by Scaliger in his own copy 
of Nonius are almost all transcribed into the Vossian copy, 
which contains nothing that is not to be found either in the 
Bodleian (Meerman) volume, or in the published works of 
Scaliger. 

The other copy lent to me from the Leyden library belonged 
to Peter Bondam (1727—1808), whose name it contains © 
with the date 1747. It has his notes from Marquard Gude’s 
collation of the Guelferbytanus or Wolfenbiittel MS. (G in L. 
Miiller’s edition). Bondam says that this manuscript is equal in 
value to that on which Mercier founded his second edition. No 
wonder ; it is the same manuscript. 

I proceed to give, in a very brief form, the hitherto unpub- 
lished notes of Scaliger from p. 1 to p. 276 of Mercier’s second 
edition. I hope to publish the rest on a future occasion, 
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P.4 6 (For divi iturum hominem). Eduai iterum hominem. 

13 24 (For vetet): Decet. (So afterwards Lachmann.) 

14 24 (For possunt). Possum. 

20 6 (stic garri). Sta garri. (So ed. 1476.) 

37 22 (flent). Flebit. 

38 28 Cura ne omnibus distento corpore expiret viis. 

38 81 (concavus). Concha. Vos istic. (So Turnebus.) 

46 27 (vulpinare modo et). Ht om. 

47 11 (intra privatos muros). Intrat. 

48 7 (quo pransi). Neque pransi. 

51 12 (olim). Olli (attributed to Passerat). . 

55 23 (modestum a modico). Pro modico. 

66 20 (testes sunt campi magni). ‘Sunt’ glossema (‘ Sunt’ 
fortasse delendum, says Quicherat). 

71 15 (efemeridae navali). Ephemeride navali: so Mer- ~ 
cier in his second edition. 

71 23 (quod ibi natum sit in quodam loco). ‘In quodam 
loco’ glossema redolet. (So Quicherat). 

73 13 (non tute e conspectu...... amolire?). Tu te (and so 
Mercier”). 

73 15 (propere stabulis). E stabulis (and so Biicheler). 

74 4 (aera summa et subducta). Aera summata: but 
afterwards he proposed aera summae. 

75 10 (animam mater or anima mater). Animam aether : 
so Stephanus and Turnebus. 

75 27 (atque). Age. 

75 28 (Erigonis). Epigonis, and so Mercier®. 

79 15 (pinnari vocant). Pinnaria. 

79 16 (delune pennis). Deplume: but afterwards delumbe. 

83 20 (opicillum). Pocillum (and so Turnebus). 

84 7 (in conspicillo adservabam). In conspicillod ; and so 
Gustav Lowe. : 

84 9 (Hiberam insulam). Huibera insula. 

84 17 (Pseudolo). Dyscolo. 

84 28 (fidinis). Phinidis, and so Mercier’. 

84 32 Proinde Dryante ete. 

85 9 (cuppedia). Cupidia. 

89 26 (calliscerunt). Callescuerunt. 
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90 16 (facite exempla eorum). Exemplo ; and so Quicherat. 

94 5 (acoxendicibus). A om. 

95 18 (vir). XXVII. 

95 14 (sador). Rador: so Turnebus and others. 

96 24 (dividos). Dividuos: so Passerat, Guyet, Quicherat. 

97 5 (decalanticare). F(ortasse) decalicare. 

102 23 (nunc nomen iamque). Nunc nomen tam iamque : 
afterwards he proposed Nunc Nomentani. 

107 5 (ipsum propter). Ipsum properiter (and so Qui- 
cherat). 

108 5 (mentem hilariam arripiunt). Mente hilart eam a. 

115 18 Grallatores qui gradiuntur, perticae sunt ligneae 
ab hominis quoque vi ista agitantur, sic illi animi nostri sunt. 
Calces crura ac pedes nostri etiam xiwnroi, sed ab animo moventur. 
(See his Conjectanea, p. 151.) « 

118 29 (Caelius). Caecilius: so Mercier’. 

119 2 (dum essena hora). Dum e scena coronam. 

120 21 (in tenebris ac suili vivunt). In tenebris lasciviunt. 

121 10 (inscribit). Inscribi. 

121 16 (cedere). Laedere: so Hildebrand, quoted by Lucian 
Miiller. 

Ib. (Pacuvius). Laevius. 

123 28 (quam rem expedi). Quare (and so others). 

124 8 (Caecilius). Caelius. 

124 13 (credas mihi velim). Nil velim. 

126 3 (vitabile ad videndum). Ac vitandum. 

127.12 (quid nune irascitur). Quod: and so Rutgers ap. 
L. Miiller. 

127 17 (Epinausimacho). Pausimacho. (‘Ita feci’ says 
Mercier.’) 

128 9 (promittere). Permittere. 

128 25 (Aulularia). Vidularia. 

131 10 (religio). Regius: (and so Mercier’). 

131 22 (pemma culans). Pemma cibus. 

1338 11 (acta aquis calis). Atta Aquis Caldis (and so 
Mercier’), 

135 7 (abditis lucis). Locis (and so Mercier’), 

137 30 (mertaret). Mestaret. 

Journal of Philology. vow. xx1. 15 
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138 2 (inflammari et re-navis). Inflammari e Troia (or 
Troes). ) 
139 23 (calleti). Calles laeti. ; 
139 32 (mordicibus et mordicus). Mordicitus (and so 
Schoppe in his Suspectae Lectiones, 1. 4, published 1597). 
140 13 Sperans aetate in eadem Proferre haec posset, 
mansumque ex ore daturum. 
141 21 (condensiores). Cwm densiores (and so Mercier ye 
147 8 (ovagitant). Obvagitant. 
148 1 (de Re Publica). De Re Rustica (and so Lipsius). 
148 26 (sonarum). Zonarium (cited by Quicherat from 
Munk and Ribbeck). 
150 31 (et dum). Haec dum. 
150 53 (liber totus or totius). Liberto (so Mercier’). 
152 9 (eos solus supero). Lo solo. 
156 6 (imbecilla non quod ponderitatem). Ob for quod, 
and so afterwards Madvig. 
159 38 (ut verear). Ut vereare. 
160 8 (hunc). Suem. 
160 13 (perficeris). Perfectriz, and so Lachmann. 
161 12 (introilnt). Introit. 
161 14 (infamam honestam turpemque). For honestam, 
incestam or angustam. 
165 11 (riscus prorsus). Rursus. (rusus Mercier*.) 
169 34 (simat). Swpat. 
171 18 (simul). Semel, and so ‘docti’ ap. Mercier”. 
172 9 (satiae). Satiate. 
174 23 (nune quod). Numquid. 
174 25 (namque ut). Nam quid, and so Mercier’. 
175 24 (operam). Opera, and so Janus Dousa. 
177 11 Supellectilis supellex. Cicero in Oratore, ‘vere- 
cundus erit usus oratori et quasi supellectilis’ (transferring the 
word swpellex to the beginning of the sentence). 
180 2 (qui temnere). Qui te tempsere: and so Janus Dousa. 
181 7 The words ut quaestus sit magnus Sealiger gives to 
Nonius, and so Passerat. 
182 1 (vultum alligat quae tristitas ?), Caligat: and so 
Biicheler. 
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183 26 (caeleus tihe). Caecilius Titthe: and so Mercier’. 

185 18 (ullo). F(ortasse) ulto. And for Epigonis, Erigone, 
which Passerat also proposed. 

186 9 (hic vilicor). Huwic; and so good MSS. 

195 4 (viride cyma). Lurida cyma. 

199 24 (levi). Lene. 

200 9 (Macco). Macco Copone. 

200 20 Culdissima... Ac lenes splenes solearum atque 
anseris collus; or Caldissima aheno Splenia olorum atque 
anseris collus. 

200 27 (in Sercia). In Sergiwm. 

201 28 An colubrae an volvae an de albo (or anne 
alvi) cibus albus Athenis. (Volvae is also a conjecture of 
Roth.) 

202 21 (fortunata censa). Fortunam et censa: and so 
Quicherat. 

204 22 (uti serat). Ut is edat: and 23 for alia spiria, 
vel ospria. 

204 31 (imnato fronte). Irritato fronte. 

206 30 (sucit huic fuldum). F(ortasse) Subjicit hic ful- 
crum, fulmentas quattuor addit. (Subicit Salmasius.) 

208 21 (wrwm tu hunc). Utrum; and so Guillelmus. 

209 27 (toca dicta riisitantis or dictari sitantis). F(ortasse) 
dicteriis iterant. 

210 15 (hodie). Die. 

211 14 Non luxu. (nec luau Lachmann, Quicherat.) 

211 29 (et intra libos duos ad dextra duos). Et intra libos 
duos et extra duos. 

213 11 (Suave summum). Suavissimum (N), swavisonum 
(Se.), Suavissimum also G. J. Voss. 

213 13 (acri crepitantes melos). Aeris c. m. 

214 4 (Lucilius nam quibus et mendae). Videtur legendum 
Tncill. Satyrarum quinto. Mendae omnibus in rebus. 

- 216 34 (cum suo obsidio Titanum magnus premebat). 
Quemne sub obsidio Titanum magnus premebat, 

217 34 (quos misera pertulisti). Quos tum misera. 

219 34 (Dotata for Do facta of MSS.). Togatis : so Bothe, 
with some approval from Ribbeck. 

15—2 
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220 4 Paulisper comedet mediam haec se; though sub- 
sequently he corrected the line differently. 

220 32 ‘Late Loquente’ forte nomen fabulae est. So after- 
wards Passerat. 

221 19 (facito). Forsan ‘ faciles’. 

223 2 (Accius). Pacuvius: and so afterwards Scrive- 
rius. 

223 17 (neutro Varro). Neutro vero. The conjecture is 
known to Quicherat as coming from vir doctus in margine 
Tunit. 

225 25 Scaliger would insert Newtri before Varro Sexa- 
gessi, altering spicam in 26 and 28 to spicum. Quicherat, 
followed by Lucian Miiller, inserts neutri in 26, before M. Tullius 
De Senectute. 

227 26 (hora). Flora. 

227 23 (terriculata). Terricula tua, and so Mercier ”*. 

231 9 (ne agitarem manu tu Pessulus). Agitare; and so 
afterwards Gerlach. (Agitare is not due to Junius, as Quicherat 
Says.) 

234 26 (in acie celebro). Vel lege sic ex conjectura: ‘Quod 
ego in acie obiectem vitam crebro bellando aptus swum, (Mercier ”* 
and Passerat also conj. crebro.) 

235 30 Veterwm cecidisse senem tamen unum Tiresiam 
aequalem constat. 

240 40 Quod alterius ingenium. sicut acetum Aegyptium 
acrius, alterius sicut mel Hymettium dulcius. 

241 1 (dimittis). Demitis: attributed to Passerat by 
Mercier in the manuscript notes for his second edition. 

244 21 (saevo). EH feno (but afterwards he con}. laevo). 

246 3 (afferre). Auferre: which is good if ewm, not vim, 
be written in the next line. 

248 14 (a quo qui certasset). Alioqui certasset. 

257 39 Labra labellis Fictricis compono: hoc est cwm ipsa 
wdoKxoTrovpmnv. : 

258 12 (lle festus desidet). Fessus, and so afterwards 
Bothe, Spengel, and Quicherat. 

260 16 (qua contendissem ita pervenire). Quo conten- 
dissem ire, pervenire, 
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261 19 (nomina). Nomine: attributed to Voss by the 
edd. who adopt it. 

262 34 (quod de nata est modo). Quod conata est. 

267 32 (colligere). Conjligere: and so Mercier*, to whom 
it is attributed. 

In 1583, eighteen years after the appearance of Junius’ 
book, Josias Mercier published anonymously his first edition 
of Nonius, which he sent to Casaubon, who was then at Geneva. 
Casaubon writes to Mercier on May 1 of this year’, saying 
that he had previously heard of Mercier’s great learning, but 
now had positive testimony of it in his Nonius. The Nonius 
seems to have laid the foundation of a life-long friendship 
between Mercier and Casaubon, of which. we have several 
proofs during the subsequent life of the latter’. 

Mercier’s book is executed with great modesty. The text 
is that of Junius: but the editor has kept in view the 
immense advances which criticism had been making since 1565. 
His notes are mainly taken from H. Stephanus, Turnebus, 
Canter, Muretus, Cujas, Junius, Joseph Scaliger, Lipsius, 
Guillelmus, Carrio, Le Paulmier, Pithou and Daniel; but he 
also mentions Victorius, Brodaeus, Bongars, Lefevre (Nicolas 
Faber), Gifanius and Passerat. Thus the volume gives evidence, 
not so much of Mercier’s talent, as of his industry and con- 
scientiousness in collecting materials. Indirectly it gives a 
striking idea of the distance at which criticism, at the end 
of the sixteenth century, has left behind it the criticism of 
a century before. 

It was now comparatively easy to produce a handy and 
intelligible text of Nonius, and this was done in 1586 by 
Dénis Godefroi* (Dionysius Gothofredus), Godefroi’s book, 
which is little more than a reprint of the Junius-Mercier 
text, with critical notes added in the margin instead of (as 

1 In the first letter published by 


Almeloveen. 
2 In the preface to his second edi- 


culis conjunctissimi. He was one of 
Casaubon’s French executors. 
® Born 1549, died 1622. He wasa 


tion (1614) Mercier speaks of Casaubon 
as viri ut in omni eruditionis genere 
excellentis, ita mihi arctissimis ami- 
citiae et omnium necessitudinum vin- 


friend both of Casaubon and of Mercier, 
and succeeded Pacius as professor of 
law at Geneva in 1585. 
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in Mercier) at the end, was reprinted more than once, but 
adds little to Godefroi’s reputation. 

In the very year after the appearance of his first adion 
Mercier was fortunate enough to light upon one of the first- 
class manuscripts of Nonius, that now known as the Guelferby- 
tanus or Wolfenbiittel MS. Upon this, and aided also by 
three other inferior manuscripts, one belonging to Nicolas 
Faber, one to Cujas and the other to Casaubon, Mercier 
founded a new text of Nonius, which was published at Paris 
and Sedan in 16141 This edition, which embodies not only 
many of Mercier’s own conjectures, but the results of the 
labours of many other scholars, was the standard Nonius for 
more than two centuries, and its paging is still the paging 
of modern reference. It is needless to add anything to what so 
many scholars have said as to the excellence of Mercier’s text: 
but two points have, perhaps, not been sufficiently dwelt 
upon. 

(1) Nonius is, I think ‘for the first time, spoken of in 
terms of strong depreciation. Not only to the scholars of 
the Renaissance, but to such men as Cujas and Scaliger, it 
is clear that the fourth century grammarian was an author 
of real merit in himself, and his book a storehouse of anti- 
quarian and philological information. To Mercier he is only 
worth considering on account of the passages which he preserves 
from lost authors. Scriptoris neque ab eruditione neque a 
wdicio neque a diligentia commendandi, et quo Latinitas facile 
carere posset si eos tantwm auctores laudasset quorum opera 
ad nos pervenerunt. The instinct of the greater scholars was 
right, that of the lesser scholar was wrong. Nonius, it is now 
clearly ascertained, does little but record the judgments of 
much older scholars: but just for this reason his book is a 
most valuable monument of a criticism which, unscientific as it 
was, dates from a time when Latin was a living language, and 
when classical Latin was understood. 

(2) The second point to be observed is that Mercier thought 


1 The Bodleian Library contains the copy in which Mercier made his manu- - 
script notes for the second edition. 
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the Victorinus! (or Guelferbytanus) the manuscript from which 
all other European manuscripts were derived. This judgment 
was erroneous; but it is noticeable as one of the earliest 
attempts in modern criticism to trace all the existing copies of 
an author to one source. 

In 1685 appeared the Stricturae Nonianae and Anim- 
adversiones Nonianae of Christopher Wase, published at the 
Clarendon Press in Oxford. But no new edition of Nonius 
appeared until 1841, for that published at Leipzig in 1824 
is a mere reprint of Mercier. Gerlach and Roth did good 
service in 1841 by founding their new edition upon the 
Wolfenbiittel, Leyden, and Geneva MSS. Of the Harleian, 
which they recognized as the oldest MS. then known, they 
had but little information. They recognized (and this is 
important) that all known MSS. are originally derived from 
one lost original. 

This was the first edition which gave anything like a 
satisfactory apparatus criticus ut the modern sense of the 
expression. Gerlach and Roth are not sufficiently accurate 
in their report of readings, and shew a complete ignorance 
of the editions of 1470 and 1471. There are good things 
in the book, but there are no signs of general power in dealing 
with the manuscript material, or appreciating the work of the 
post-Renaissance scholars. As Quicherat says in his preface 
(p. xvi), gquum vitiosos libros religiose exscripserint, diuturnum 
illum et utilissimum doctorum laborem pro nihilo habuere, ita 
ut depravatum librariorum culpa auctorem constituendi per 
conjecturas tum alienas, twm suas, onus lectoribus imponatur. 

The edition of Quicherat in 1872 satisfied, to a considerable 
extent, though not adequately, a strong demand. His text 
was an immense improvement on that of Gerlach and Roth; 
and he had a collation, though an imperfect one, of the Harleian 
MS. He has made a large number of good conjectures; and 
(what is very important) he has used the collections of manu- 


1 Optimi et vetustissimi codicis quot hodie in Europa huius libri 
manuscripti e bibliotheca S. Victoris exemplaria certissima indicia sunt. 
Parisiensis, ex quo descripta esse quot- 


232 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


script notes by D’Aurat, Passerat, and Guyet now fying 4 in the 
Paris Library. 

Of Lucian Miiller’s edition (1888), Mr Onions spoke at 
length in the Classical Review. It is the work (as need hardly 
be observed) of a thorough and accomplished Latinist; and, 
had it not been for certain defects in its apparatus criticus, 
this paper would not have been written. 


HENRY NETTLESHIP. 


NOTES ON NONIUS BOOK LI. 


P.6 18 Pelicis a graeco vocabulo significantiam sapientes 
inflecam putart, hoe est ut marraxis. Quod si hoc non est, vana 
compositio nominis videri potest. Onions (Journal of Philology, 
16 p. 163) proposed vana compositio hominis. Perhaps Romana 
compositio nominis v. p. ‘If pelex be not derived from zan- 
Aaxis, it is derived from the Latin (pellicio)” Romanus for 
Latinus is not unknown to Quintilian and other authors: comp. 
Nonius p. 50 Romani ‘furvum’ atrum dicebant. 

16 11 Ait consulem mihi perwm (or pelum) cedere. In 
templum cedere Onions: imperium cedere L. Miller. Perhaps 
sellam. , 

18 26 Nebulones et tenebriones dicti sunt qui mendaciis et 
astutiis suis nebulam quandam et tenebras obiciebant, aut quibus 
ad fugam fugitivis et furta haec erant accommodata et utilia. 
Fugitivis, which is omitted by M and Paris. 7665, is bracketed by 
Miiller. Perhaps aut-fugitini, quibus ad fugam et furta ete. 

23 19 Procacitas a procando vel poscendo. As a passage 
of Cicero is quoted which explains procare as = poscere, I am 
disposed to think that vel poscendo is a gloss. 

26 21 (Cicero Tuse. 3 42) nihil aliud dicent nisi eam vim 
quae fiant...voluptates. Qua efficiantur is read in the text of 
Cicero: but I am disposed to think that quae fiant in Nonius 
points to gua efiant. (For effio see Munro on Lucr. 2 1004.) 

33 6 (Terence Eun. 1087). The MSS. of Nonius give 
hune vobis comedendum et bibendum et deridendum propino, The 
Bembine has hwne comedendum vobis propino et diridendum : 
the other MSS. of Terence hunc comedendum et deridenduwm 
vobis propino. May the true reading be hune comedendum et 
debibendum vobis propino? Nonius’ reading may have arisen 
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from et bibendum having been written over debibendum as a 
gloss. Debibere is read by Mommsen in Solinus 7 27. 
38 7 At libertinus Tricorius (or Tricolius) Syrus tpse ac 
mastigias, 
Quicum versipellis fio et quicwm commuto omnia. 


Tricosus Scaliger: perhaps tpixywpos, ‘of three nations or 
countries.’ 

49 26 Apage in directum a domo nostra istam., adsanit- 
atem. So ‘L and H’, the rest giving insanitatem. Adsanit- 
atem seems to me to mean absanitatem. Absanus would resemble 
abnormis, absurdus. 

49 29 Sed et omnia loca clausa et tuta vita dicta praesepia. 
Editors omit vita. The right reading may perhaps be sed et 
omnia l. cl. et tuta tta dicta: omitting praesepia. 

64 29 Propages est series et adfixio. P has affictio: 
perhaps adjfictio is the true reading. 

67 19 Parentactoe adsunt: sed mulierque mulier venus- 
caput. As Biicheler has seen, mulierque mulier probably means 
mulier quae mulier, ‘your true woman’: Petronius 42 mulier 
quae mulier milvinum genus. For venuscaput I propose venustas 
puta: ‘give me a real woman for genuine beauty’. Kai ov yap 
elrov OTL €oTL KANOS' TAVT@V yap KaAMOTOV Yu). 


H. NETTLESHIP. 


NOTES IN LATIN LEXICOGRAPHY. 


Acceptriz. This word is found in the recently published 
Acta Ludorum Saecularium: P. 659 98, 99 uti huius sacrifict 
acceptrices sitis. In Plautus Truculentus 571 the recent editors 
have unnecessarily altered acceptrices into factrices, If it be 
retained there, we may perhaps assume, as no instances are 
quoted of it except from Plautus and these Acta, that it is 
archaic. 

Actus. Add to the instances given in my “ Contributions” 
the following: Actus =(1) the carrying out of a thing in action, 
practical development; Valerius Maximus 3 2 1 cum tam initia 
procursusque virtutis patefecimus, actum ipsum persequamur : 
- 3 2 20 ut humanae virtutis actum exequamur : so abs. = action, 
Seneca De Vita Beata 4 2 invicta vis animti, placida in actu ; 
ib. Ep. 85 31 32; 12011. (2) A mode of carrying on or con- 
ducting: Val. Max. 6 3 3 inhonestum vitae actum. (3) Action 
on the stage: Val. Max. 2 6 7 mimis...quorum argumenta 
.maiore ex parte stwprorum actus continent. (4) An act or’pro- 
ceeding: Val. Max. 3 3 Ext. 4 quia tam forti fine inlustrem 
professionis actum comprobavit: 6 5 5 cuius ad alium inlustrem 
actum progrediar. 

Aénator = a trumpeter, or a player on cymbals. This form is 
found in the Acta Ludorum Saecularium, and also, as Mommsen 
observes, in C. I, L. 10 5173, Paulus p. 20 (Miiller) according 
to the Munich MS. ; Seneca Apocol. 12 (where the best MSS. 
give senatores) and Ep. 84 10 (where they give venatoribus) : 
Georges also quotes Ammianus 16 12 36. The form aeneator, 
I suppose from aéneus, is often found in the glossaries: Gloss. 
Vat. p. 12 33 Goetz, aeneatores tubicines: Gloss. Sang. p. 204 
18 aeneatores cornu vel calamo cantantes: Gloss. Lat. Gr. p. 12 
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3, 4 has both forms, aeneator cadmixtys, aenatores kupBaro- 
Kpovo Ta. : 

Arceo=to confine: add to the instances in the lexx. Val. 
Max. 5 8 5 licutt...incluswm arcere. 

Ast=if. Acta Ludorum Saecularium p. 662 125 TIuno 
regina, ast quid est quod melius siet P. R. Quiritibus. (See 
“ Contributions” s.v.) , 

Avidus futuri (Horace A. P. 172). In my “ Contributions” 
I have endeavoured to shew from Seneca that this expression 
means “over-anxious about the morrow,” and have argued sub- 
sequently in this Journal that Horace is translating a phrase of 
Epicurus, deduevos THs avprov. The words may further be illus- 
trated from Seneca De Brey. Vitae 8 8 futuri desiderio laborat, 
praesentium taedio: ib. 9 1 expectatio quae pendet ex crastino 
perdit hodierna: Ep. 92 23 futuro non indigere: 101 8 cupidi- 
tas futwri exedens animum. 

Cognomen. In the volume of essays by various setulae 
recently published in honour of Wolfflin I collected some in- 
stances of the non-legal use of this word. I now add the 
following. Cognomen = (1) another or a second name of a 
person: Val. Max. 3 4 3 (of Servius Tullius) servilc cognomine: 
8 7 2 (Pythagoras) quo cognomine censeretur interrogatus, non se 
sapientem sed amatorem saptentiae...... edidit. Of a country: 
Justin 7 1 1 Macedonia Emathia cognominatur.. Of a thing, 
Pliny 22 114 regium cognominatum arquatum morbum. (2) A 
distinguishing epithet: Pliny 10 40 pict Martio cognomine 
insignes: so 13 4, 56,112: 14 25: 18 72, 219: 29 5, and often 
elsewhere in Pliny. (8) A title: Justin 15 2 11 Ptolemaeus... 
rex ab exercitu cognominatur. 

=nomen. Of a mountain: Val. Max. 1 5 9 montem cui Leto 
cognomen erat. Of an animal, Pliny 8 11 (elephantos) celebres 
cognominibus fuisse (e.g. Surus, Aiax, Patroclus): but in speak- 
ing of dogs 7b. 146 he uses nomen. 

Commone facere. So the word is written (commone faciun- 
dos) in the Acta Ludorum Saecularium Tay. A 65. Compare 
Lucr. 6 962 facit are, where Munro quotes Cato R. R. 157 9 
ferve bene facito: Varro R. R. 3 4 1 eacande me fecerunt, 2913 — 
consue quoque faciunt: Seneca De Vita Beata 26 2, where A 
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gives obstupe faciunt. Perhaps this spelling should be adopted 
in all similar cases, e.g. putre facio. 

Deluere should be restored to Seneca Ep. 84 2 from the 
Paris MS. for diluere; altera (res) solvet ac deluet. 

Deruere should be restored to Nonius p. 96 (demoliri deruere) 
from L* and other MSS. 

Detractivus, depreciating, Schol. in Persium 2 63. 

Distinguo =to denote: Nonius p. 52 vestibula sub ea pro- 
prietate distincta. 

Ergo with the genitive, “on account of”. Acta Ludorum 
Saecularium p. 659, 1. 105, 106. This use is archaic: Cato 
R. R. 139, 141 harumce rerum ergo in a similar formula. It is 
also found in poetry. 

Gausapus. This masculine form (the usual form being gau- 
sapa or gausapum) should be added to the lexx. from Gloss. 
Lat. Gr. p. 32 Goetz. 

Honoratus = honorificus. This use may have arisen from the 
conjunction of honoratus with words such as locus, sedes: e.g. 
Val. Max. 4 5 Ext. 2 honoratissimus locus: Tacitus has sedes 
honorata, honorata militia. In Ov. M. 15 616, At proceres, 
quoniam muros intrare vetaris, Ruris honorati tantum tibi, Cipe, 
dedere etc., honorati still retains its passive force. 

Something of this passive force lingers also in the adverb 
honorate =ita ut honoretur: Velleius 2 129 4 quam illum et 
honorate nec secure continet: Val. Max. 2 10 2 filiwm eius hono- 
ratissime excepit:: 5 1 Ext.3 quo honoratius exciperentur : Justin 
5 413 utrum contumeliosius ewm expulerint an revocaverint 
honoratius. 

In the following examples the transition from the active to 
the passive is complete: Livy 27 10 6 quam potuwit honoratis- 
simo decreto: Val. Max. 8 14 2 similiter honoratus animus erga 
poetam Accium D. Bruti: 5 1 Ext. 3 parum honoratum de se 
sermonem habuisse: 8159 vim honorati iudicii admirabilem : 
Tacitus G. 11 honoratissimum adsensus genus est armis laudare. 
Another instance should be added from Quintilian (?) Ded. 388 
(p. 434 Ritter) where the best MSS. give honorata viri iudicia, 

altered by Schulting into honorantia. 
Legio in the old sense of “army”, Acta Ludorum Saecula- 
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rium p. 659 95 popule Romano Quiritiwm legionibusque popult 
Romani. 

The use of macte, not macti, with the plural, is shewn by the 
Acta Ludorum Saeculariwm to have been the right one, p. 659 
98, 99, 148 —145, macte hac ugna femina estote fitote is addressed 
to all the gods. An instance of the singular is macte his libis 
libandis esto, addressed to Apollo. The usage seems to prove, 
as Mommsen remarks, that macte is an adverb, not a vocative. 

Mixtura. Add to the instances in the lexx. Val. Max. 5 8 5 
ut...hane severitatem clementiue suae miatura temperent. . 

Momentana, a balance for weighing small coin: add to the 
instances in Georges, Scholia to Persius 4 10. 

Nominatio in the general sense of “term”: Nonius p. 56 
Graeca nominatio. as 

Nutrimenta = fuel. Add to the lexx. Val. Max. 2 45 quae 
fors obtulerit nutrimentis ignem evocant : 3 2 7 vicum suum con- 
tractis undique nutrimentis ignis incendit. . 

Obnowius of a prisoner: add to the instances in my “ Contri- 
butions” Nonius p. 70 quasi devotum vel obnoaiwm. 

Ostentatio =the meaning of a word, Nonius p. 51 sub hae 
ostentatione posuisse. : 

Pareo = appareo: add to the lexx. Nonius p. 48 genus officit 
quod magistratibus paret. 

Prodigivae hostiae, Acta Ludorum Saecularium p. 654 91. 
Mommsen quotes Festus p. 250 prodiguae hostiae quae consu- 
muntur, and compares the parallel forms vacuus vacivus, nocuus 
nocivus. Perhaps however prodigivae should be read in Festus. 

Prohibitio in the absolute sense of a veto or prohibition: 
Servius on Aen. 10 331 post Lovis prohibitionem. 

Repraesento = to give an adequate idea of a thing: Val. 
Max. 27 6 fore ut...magis imbecillitatem ingenit mei detegam 
quam vestram virtutem...repraesentem: 3 219 divum Iulium, 
certissimam verae virtutis imaginem, repraesentemus : 6 5 Ext, 2 
alterius...prudentia referenda est, ut alterius repraesentart tus- 
titia possit: so 6 6 4. 

Satirographus: add to the instances in Georges the Scholia 
to Persius 1 123. 

Secta = way or path: add to the lexx. Val. Max. 4 7 2. 
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Semicrudus versus, Scholia to Persius 1 93, 

Sensatus : add to Georges Scholia to Persius 1 106. 

Superciliosus: add to Georges Scholia to Persius 5 2, pee - 
ciliosa poemata. 

Tossillae (see “Contributions” s.v.): this spelling is given 
by the best MS. (the Bamberg) in Pliny 37 44. 

Trimalchio=rpis andys (see “Contributions” s.v. Malchio). 
This explanation was long ago given by Meursius, Hercitationes 
Criticae 2 p. 44. 

Vita in the sense of the progressive activity of man, the 
spirit of civilization: Pliny 14 114 adeo nihil intemptatum vitae 
Suit: 1b. 150 nec segniter in eo vita elaboravit : 15 105 nec cessat 
in veneficus vita: 16 56 nihil non experiente vita: 18 74 panem 
ex hordeo antiquis usitatum vita damnavit: 19 4 audaz vita et 
scelerum plena: 25 5 Mithridates vero diligentissimus vitae: so 
ib. 7: 28 6 ne vita tut oblivisceretur : 33.1 quaerente vita awrum, 
argentum : ab. 147 nec copia argenti tantum furit vita: 34171 
mirart succurrit experientiam vitae, ne faece quidem...intempt- 
ata: 35 165 quid non excogitat vita fractis etiam testis utendo ? 


H. NETTLESHIP. © 


EMENDATIONS OF CATULLUS LXIITI 54 AND LXV 402. 


In the Journal of Philology xviu. 144 sq. I discussed the 
unmetrical line which still distigures the Attis of Catullus 
LXIV 53 sqq. 
ut aput niuem et ferarum gelida stabula forem 
et earum omnia adirem furibunda latibula 


and I expressed a feeling that omnia had a genuine ring. 
To preserve it, I threw out the perhaps too hardy suggestion 
that here, as in Virgil, ‘omnia’ was a disyllable and that 
‘ut omnia adirem’ might then be read. Now I think it may 
be saved in another way. One of the commonest corruptions 
in the MSS. of Catullus is the assimilation of the terminations 
of successive words as ‘omnium celerrimwm (for -us) 4 2, 
septimios suos 45. 1, and other examples cited by me in 
Journal of Philology xvu. p. 267. If ‘furibunda’ (fem. sing. as 
Baehrens rightly takes it, compare Journal of Philology ib. p. 
243) attracted ‘latibulii’ to ‘latibula, ‘omne’ was bound to 
follow suit. Catullus uses omnis in the singular in the same 
sense as the plural; ‘omne genus’ 114. 3 ‘omni—modo’ 99, 12 
‘omni—culpa’ 91. 9, 10; and ‘latibulum’ is of course classical 
in the singular. The loss of wt after ‘eard%’ is easy; and has 
indeed a parallel in 55. 30 as I would emend it ‘quos uinctos, 
Cameri, <ut> mihi dicares,’ 


I would read therefore 
et earum <ut> omne adirem furibunda latibulwm. 
LXV 401 sqq. 


optauit genitor primaeui funera nati 
liber ut innuptae poteretur flore nouercae. 


EMENDATIONS OF CATULLUS LXIIT 54, LXV 402, 241 


These lines have generally been explained by a crime which 
Sallust imputes to Catiline; Catil. 15 ‘quod ea nubere illi 
dubitabat, timens priuignum adultum aetate, pro certo creditur 
(Catilina) necato filio uacuam domum scelestis nuptiis pate- 
fecisse. But Catiline killing his son to marry Aurelia Orestilla 
does not justify Catullus in making a father desire his son’s 
death in order to have unrestricted commerce with his un- 
married step-mother. To what straits nowercae has driven its 
defenders may be seen from Ellis’s and Riese’s notes. The 
first writes “nouercae expresses the new bride’s relations 
to her husband’s former children.” These ‘children’ are an 
invention of the commentator. The only child that Catullus 
mentions is one to whom the new bride could, from the nature 
of the case, never be a step-mother, whether married or un- 
married. The second provides us with another explanation 
which he calls ‘most simple’ and wonders has occurred to 
nobody before. Reading ‘uti nuptae’ after Maehly, he refers 
‘optauit’ to the curse of Theseus upon Hippolytus, ‘liber’ he 
takes to mean ‘durch den Sohn ungestért’ and ‘poteretur 
flore’ ‘als Gattin haben’; then ‘nuptae’ must denote Phaedra’s 
relation to Theseus, ‘nouercae’ her relation to Hippolytus. 
The necessity of this last interpretation seems however to have 
proved the last straw to the editor himself; for he admits that 
it is ‘somewhat artificial’ and that Baehrens’ conjecture ‘hine 
nuptae—nouellae’ deserves attention. mnowercae then is corrupt. 
Under its corruption it must conceal some word which con- 
tained the motive for the father’s desiring the death of his own 
son. This motive must be similar to that suggested by the 
situation which is revealed to us in lxvii. 19 sqq. ‘primum 
igitur uirgo quod fertur tradita nobis | falsum est. non illam 
’ uir prior attigerat. | ...sed pater illius gnati uiolasse cubile | 
dicitur et miseram conscelerasse domum. The object of the 
father’s guilty passion must be the son’s actual or intended 
wife. The lost word must have expressed this relationship, and 
have expressed it as plainly and directly as is required by the 
context and the habit of the author. Further the word should 
_be a rare one and of form similar to ‘nouercae.’ There is one 
word only, so far as I know, that satisfies these conditions, It is 
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nuriclae. ‘nuricula’ the diminutive of ‘nurus’ appears to be 
recorded only once from extant Latin documents, a somewhat 
late imperial inscription found at Beneventum, see the lexx. s.y. 
It has thus a slight advantage over ‘femella,’ ‘zonula,’ ‘lecticulus’ 
and many other diminutives which we know only from single 
passages of Catullus. The shorter form -cla, the only one which 
the metre would here admit, has many parallels in Latin verse, 
and not in verse only. Thus ‘circlos’ Virgil, ‘surclos’ Varro, 
‘oraclum’ Catullus (the Mss. ‘oradum’), *spectaclum’ Prop. 
(the best Mss. ‘spectandum’ or ‘spectaculum’) ‘aedicla’ In- 
script., ‘anicla’ Prudentius and probably to be restored (for Mss. 
‘amica’) in [Tibullus] Priap. 2.26 (Housman). Diminutives are 
not excluded from the heroies of Catullus; see 88, 103, 104, 
131, 316, 331 of this poem. And, although this is no doubt 
a matter only of taste, the pitying emphasis of ‘nuricula’ 
appears in keeping with the tone of this passage. It may be 
added that ‘nurus,’ like ‘gener’ (Ellis’s note ad loc.), is not 
limited to the sense of an actual daughter-in-law (see Dig. 38, 
10, 6); and so there is no inconsistency in the addition of 
‘innuptae.’ 


‘J. P. POSTGATE. 


rT ~~ 


THE TWO WAYS IN HERMAS AND XENOPHON. 


THis article contains a study of the Two Ways in Hermas, 
Xenophon and other writers, followed by further notes upon 
Hilgenfeld’s proposal to disintegrate the Shepherd of Hermas, and 
upon a saying of the Didaché. Cf. The Didaché compared with 
the Shepherd of Hermas, and Traces of a Saying of the Didaché, in 
the Journal of Philology, vol. xvut. 297—325 and vol, xix. 148— 
172 respectively. 


A. The Guides in the Two Ways. 
The Teaching introduces the Two Ways thus: 


dd0t dvo eici, wia THs CwAs Kal pia Tod Oavdtov: diapopa dé 
4 4 cal tA tana i \ = tar n a I] \ 4 
TorAn peTaed Tav Svo0 Oday. % pev OdV Odds THs CwAs éotlv abrn: 
_mpO@tov ayarnoes Tov Gedy Tov TomncavTad oe: SevTEpov, TOY TAN- 
aiov gov ws aeauTor. 


Hermas in Mand. vi. 2. 1, having spoken of the Two Ways, 
adds Svo eicly dyyedou peta Tod avOpwrov, els THs Sixarocvvns 
Kal els Tis Tovnpias. . 

Von Gebhardt’s Latin fragment of the Teaching commences, 

Viae duae sunt in seculo, vitae et mortis, lucis et tenebrarum. 
In his constituti sunt Angeli duo, unus aequitatis, alter iniquitatis. 
Distantia autem magna est duarum viarum. Via ergo vitae haec 
est &e, 


16— 


no 
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Compare in Lipids: Barn. 18, 

petaBadpev Sé kal él érépay yroow Kal bidaxmy. 6d0l dvo 
eioly Sidayns Kal éEoucias, } te Tod pwrtds Kal 7 TOD oKOTOUS. 
Sadhopa Sé todd Tav Svo dav. ef’ Hs wev yap eiow TeTaypévOL 
fotaywyol ayyeror ToD Deod, éf’ Hs 5€ dyyedor TOD Larava’. 

These angels do not properly belong to the Teaching, in which 
the guides in the right and wrong ways are true and false teachers, 
as appears from the sayings: 


Did. iv. 1—2 réxvov pov, tod AadodyTOs cot TOY Oyo TOU 
Geod pvncOnon vuKtos Kal juépas tyunoers dé adtov ws KUpLoV 
K.TXr. exfnthnocers Sé Kal nucpav Ta mpdcwTa. Tév ayiov, wa 
érravaTans Tots Aaryoss auTaov. 

Did. vi. 1 dpa al tis oe TAaVHONH ATO Ta’THS THs Od00 i: 
didayis, eet mapextos Geod oe diSaoxet. 

Barnabas, having interpolated angelic guides, omits the latter 
passage and perverts the former, extracting from it the duty 
of teaching others (19. 10 mnucOHcH Huépar Kploews NYKTOC Kal 
Huépac...%) dsa Adyou Komiav Kal Topevdmevos eis TO TapaKkarécat 
x.T..), When it is an injunction to the réxvoy under instruction to 
rest upon the sound words of his elders in the faith. In 21. 7 he 
betrays his knowledge of the true form of the precept by his 
pvnpoveveré wov, Remember Tod NaXodrTos. 

One of the recognised marks of interpolation is uncertainty as 
to the place of the words interpolated. In the Latin fragment 
the angels come in before “Distantia autem magna est duarum 
viarum,” and the fragment then continues like the Greek of 
Bryennius. Barnabas on the contrary sets his angels after 
Stahopa Sé mod petaEv tdv Svo0 6ddv and in logical connexion 
with the clause, thus breaking its connexion with what follows in. 
the Latin fragment as in the Teaching. The angels really belong 
to a transcendental form of the 7wo Ways, and no proper place 
can be found for them in the original Teaching, with which later 
writers associated them, as seemed best to each. It is further 
obvious that the idea of a way of “light” or “darkness,” as in 
Epist. Barn. and the Latin fragment, is complex and secondary, 


1 Prov. 4. 18, 19 (Sept.) assumes that men walk in the light and stumble in 
darkness without guides. Compare St John 11, 5, 


- 
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while the designations “way of death,” “way of life,” are simple 
and primary. Hermas (we shall see) knows the various titles of 
the “ways,” and he makes angels the mentors of the neophytes in 


Vis. iii. 5. 4 véou eiolv ev tH tmiotes Kal mictot” vovOeTodvTat 5é 


two Tav dyyé\ov eis TO dya0oro.etv. It is probable that Zpist. 
Barn. was one of his sources. 


B. The myth of the Choice of Hercules. 


I pass on to the famous story of Prodicus on the choice of 
Hercules, quoted by Justin Martyr in Apol. u. 11 tov ‘Hpaxréa 
éml tpiodoy tia pn 6 Revoddv Badifovta eipeiv thy te “Apetnv 
Kai THY Kaxiay év yuvaikev popdais pawopévas x.7.X. Compare 
tb. 2 8a tTHv aro Tod Xpiotod Sidaynv, 76 SidacKadov THs Oeias 
apeTHs @poroynoev. I have been led to the conclusion that the 
story in Xenophon was known also to Hermas, that he used it 
freely in the Shepherd, and that it explains things in his work 
which were hard to be understood. 

I find it also in the. Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, 
especially in the following places: 

Test. Aser init....vepi S00 tpocoTav Kakias Kal apeTas. 
...Avo ddods émxev 6 Oeds Tots viois tév avOporer x.t.r. [6... 
yvapifovres Tovs ayyédous Kupiov cal tod Latavd. Compare 
Epist. Barn. 18.] 

Test. Jud. 20 S00 mvevpata cyorafover TH avOpwTre, TO Tis 
arnGeias wal to THs wravys [1 Joh. 4. 6], cal pécov éotl Td THs 
auvécews Tod vods, ob} édv Oérn Krivat. 

Here we have a picture of the Spirit of the understanding of the 
mind at the dividing of the ways, solicited by the Spirit of truth 
and the Spirit of error; and in the former passage we have express 
mention of the two ways, and the antithesis Kaxia,’Aperyj. The 


two angels peta Tov avOpe7ov in Mand. vi. obviously correspond 


to these two spirits; and we shall find that Hermas connects them 
with Virtue and Vice in the story of Prodicus, and that he makes 
use, not only of the story itself in Xenophon’s Memorabilia, but of 


some other things also in that work. As a link between “angel” 


and “spirit” notice in Mand. xi, 9 6 dyyedos Tod mpodntiKod 
TVEU MATOS. 
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The Z'wo Ways are expounded by Hermas in Mand. vi. 1—2: 


1. 1 e€verecAapny cor, dyno, év TH TPeTH évTOrAR wa hurakys 
\ / \ \ / \ \ > / tal / > 
Thy wiotTw Kat Tov poBov Kal Thy éyxpateav...duTdai yap eiow 
ai évépyevat avtav: xeivtar ovv emi Sixaim Kal adixg... 2 Td 
yap Sixacov opi oddv exer, Td 5é adixov otpeBAHy....3 4 yap 
atpeBr) 650s TpiBous ove exer, GAN avodias Kal mpocKompata 
ToANG, Kal Tpaxeia éore Kal axavOaddns. 


2. 1 dxove, viv, pyol, wept THs Tictews. Svo eicly ayyedot 
peta Tod avOperrov, els THs Sixacootyns, Kal els THs movnpias. 
2 was ody, dni, KUple, yodoouar Tds avTdy évepyelas, BTL ap- 
porepor ayyerot peT Euod KaToikovow; 3 dKove, pci, kal ovr. 
6 peév THs Sixatocvyns ayyedos Tpupepds éott Kal aioyuvTnpos Kal 
mpais Kal novyxtos. OTav ovv ovTos él THY Kapdiav cov avaBh, 
evOéws Nadel peta cod Trept Sixavocvns, Tept ayvelas, Tepl cEmvo- 
THTOS Kal Trepl avTapKeias Kal Tept TavTos Epyou SiKaiov Kal 
mepl maons apetns évdd£ov. tadta tavta bray eis THY Kapdiay 
cov avaBn, yivaoKe Ott 6 ayyeros THs Suxavocvyns peTa God éoTi. 
4 dpa viv Kal Tod ayyéXou THs Tovnpias Ta Epya. mpOTov mavTa@v 
ov ONOS EoTL K.T.A. : 

By his reference here to Mand. i. in introducing the 7wo Ways 
he points to the order of the Teaching, in which the ways of life 
and death are mentioned just before tpdrov ayamnoeis Tov Pedy 
Tov troimoavTa o¢, which corresponds to Mand. i. He does not 
call them expressly ways of “life” and “death,” but he hints at the 
one title by his repeated use of the phrase S&jon To Oe@, and at 
the other by Mand. xii. 2. 3 @avatwders yap eiow ai ériOupiar 
adrat, and by Sim. ix. 19.1 rovtous 5é wetavora ovK éori, Oavaros 
8 éoti, Kal dia TodTo Kal péravés eior...tb. 21. 4 Trais yuvacki 
tais atopepopévars THY Conv avtdv. Compare Mand. vii. 5 ray 


ovv doBoupévwv avtov Kal dvrdaccdvTay tds évToNas avTod, 
> / ¢ 4.4 \ a a a \ \ / \ ae 
éxeivov 7 Con éote Tapa T@ Ded. Tav 5é py) hudAacodyTwY Tas 


évToXas avTod, ovdé Swn év avtois. Sim. v. 6. 3 tas tpiBous THs 
Swijs. 

. Surdai yap ciow ai évépyevat avtév| He sees two ways every- 
where. There is a good as well as a bad extravagance: Mand. iv. 
2. 2 7d ayabov TrodvTerds épyaferas: Sim. i. 10 abr 7 ToduTérera 
Kary Kat ikapa. There are diaco0i pd8ou (Mand. vii. 4). There 


~—— 
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are two kinds of éyxpateca: Mand. viii. 1 ta xticpata Tod Oeod 
dumda éori Kal yap 7 éyxpareva SidH eotiv...€av yap éyxpatevon 
TO aya0ov gr) Troveiv, duaptiay peyadnv épydfy. This agrees 
with Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics tv. 9 ov«n éote & ovd 7 
eyxpateva apeTn, adr Tis wuKTH and with Test. Neph. 8 cal ydp ai 
évtoAal Tod vopuov Simdai cici...caipos ydp cuvovaias...kal Kaipos 
éyxpatetas. [Eccl. 3, 5] ...dv0 évtodai eiow Kal ef pu) yévovtac év 
taker avTov, apaptiay mapéyovow. obtws éotl Kal éml tov 
Aourav évtoAdv. Compare Test. Aser 1 dia todtTo rwavta dvo 
eiotv, év xatévayte Tod évds [Ecclus. 36. 15]. .6d0t dvo0 «.7.r. We 
may think that Hermas likewise referred to Eccl. and Ecclus. 
There are two aspects of Av7rn also (Mand. x. 2), and two opposite 
kinds of tpudy: Sim. vi. 5. 7 eioly 8é cai tpudpai cadfovea. 

7d yap Sixaiov opOnv oddv exer, TO SE adiKov otpeBARr] 
Straight and crooked are primary epithets of the two ways. 
Pythagoras, “Samo insula ortus,” represented the ways graphically 
by the letter Y, according to Persius Sat. 11. 56—7 (ed. Otto Jahn), 


Et tibi quae Samios diduxit littera ramos, 
Surgentem dextro monstravit limite callem. 


Lactantius in Div. Inst. 6. 3, quoted by von Gebhardt at the 
end of Harnack’s Lehre der 12 Apostel (1884), attempts to improve 
upon this conceit of the “philosophers.” He writes “Forma quoque 
ipsarum viarum non ita est ut illi putaverunt. Quid enim opus 
est Y littera in rebus contrariis atque diversis? Sed altera illa 
melior conversa est ad solis ortum, altera illa deterior ad occasum.” 
The one (he says) leads to light, the other straight away from it to 
darkness. In Epitome, cap. 59, he remarks upon the different views 
of the Two Ways, “Philosophi minus recte...Melius Poetae...Nos 
utique rectius.” If then we find in a Christian writer an addition, 
as of the two angels of Hermas, to the Two Ways according to the 
Teaching, it is not at once to be inferred that there was an older 
form of this with the angels. It is quite as likely a priora that 
he would have drawn from more than one source; and there is no 
reason why he should not have had recourse to the heathen 
“philosophi” and “‘poetae” like Lactantius. | 

Clem. Alex. writes in Paed. 1. 9 (Potter 148, end) that the 
straight way is hinted at by the feta tod “Incod. Such play 
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upon the letters may well have been a commonplace in school 
teaching and familiar to every one. When therefore Hermas 
writes émopevOnoav év Th evOUTnTL Tod Kupiov (Vis. iii. 4 3), 
he may possibly be alluding to the name "Incods. As it is 
nowhere mentioned in the Shepherd, we might expect to find 
some such disguised reference to it therein. 

avodias] Vis. i. 1. 3 8 avodias tuvds. Vis. iii. 7. 1 ee THs 
0500 eis rds avodias. Symmachus reads 8’ dvodias in Ps. 107. 40 
and Job 12. 24 (Hexapla ed. Field), 

dv0 eialy ayyedot eta Tod avOpeémov| Hermas shews that his 
angels are doubles of Virtue and Vice, if we may know them by 
their works, ‘Ayveia, Leuvdrns, ‘OEvyodia, “Adpocvyvn and the 
like. The works of the angel of righteousness are every kind of 
virtue,...7epl mavtos Epyou Sixatov Kal tept maons apetns évddkov’, 
and he is tpuvdepds as the virgins or Virtues in Sim. ix. are 
tpupepai (p. 12). Hermas connects apetj and dccavoovvn in 
Mand. ii, 3.1 and Sim. viii. 9.3; and still more closely by the 
remarkable phrase 7raca apetn Sixaroovyns in Mand. i. 2; Sim. 
vi. 1. 4; Sim. x.1.2. This is explained by Eth. Nic. v. 1 nab 
mapoyuatopevol paper “ev 5& SiKarooivy cvdAAHBSnv Tac’ apeTn 
évt. 

Greg. Nyss. de Vita Mosis (Migne P.G. vol. 44, 337—40) 
writes, on the authority of tradition, dyyeXov Twa...rapaxabiotav 
els cuppaxlay TH éxaotov CoH a wicked demon stands opposite, 
and the man év péom tév dvo, the angel shewing him ta tis 
dpetns ayabd. Compare Basil Hom. in Ps. i. (Migne P. G. vol. 
29. 221) ére él ths mperTns nArKias dvTes of avOpwirot ovTE ev 
kakia éopev ove év apeTh®...dv0 yap eiow Obo0l évavtiat aXdjraLs" 
bev TAaTEa Kal eUvpvYwpos, 7) dé orev? Kal TEOALpEévyn* Kal SdO 
odnyol, éExaTepos pds EauToV éerLaTpépew Emuyeipav.  eyer pev 
ovv n rela 6805 Kal mpavns ddnyov arratndév, Saiwova Trovnpér... 
7 S€ tpayela Kal avavtns dyyedov ayabov, Sia THY érriTovev THs 


2 Lactantius in Div. Inst. 6.3 places a guide on each way, “‘alterum honoratum, 
qui virtutibus ac bonis praesit, alterum damnatum, qui vitiis ac malis.” In Her- 
mas the angel of dicavoodvn may be said to be the angel of raca apery. 

3 The letter Y or Y (p. 247) represents this also by beginning from below with a 
single stroke. See Conington on Pers. Sat. m1. 56. Other writers are named as 
referring to the Littera Pythagorae in a note on Lact. l, c. in Migne (P. L. vol. 6. 
641). 
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apetis pos TO waKdpiov TéXos TOvs Errouévous dyovta. Thus he 
brings together the Law, the Gospel and the ethics of the 
“philosophers,” with which we know that he was acquainted. He 
uses Acta and rpayeta like Hesiod (p. 252), and émurover x.7.2. 
corresponding to his idpaéra. 

It is the practice of Hermas to reproduce himself in all manner 
of different forms, but not without a hint at the connexion of one 
part of his work with another. Thus he connects the evil and the 
good "Em@vpiae with his two Angels by the phrase t)v ériOupiav 
THs Siuxacocvyns (Mand. xii. 2. 4); and again by épyacn Sixacoovvnv 
Kal apeTnv x.7.d. (ib. 3. 4), where he alludes also to Mand. 1. 

He returns to the story of Prodicus in Sim. ix., where the 
twelve virgins are a dodecad of Virtues, from [Iéorvs to ’Ayarn, 
and the twelve women in black a dodecad of Vices, from ’Amuotia 
to Micos 15. 2, 3. These convey the stones to their places in 
the tower (4. 8) and away to the mountains whence they came 
(9. 6) respectively. It was here that I first saw a trace of the 
story of the choice of Hercules. Then I noticed an express 
reference to the Zwo Ways in connexion with the stones of the 
tower in Vis. ill. 7. 1 tovs Sé érépovs ALOous ods eldes paxpay aro 
Tov TUpyou piTtopévous Kal wimtovtas eis THY Oddv Kal KULO- 
févous éx THs Od00 eis Tas avodias*, odTOL eiow of TemLGTEUKOTES 
Hév, amd 8é ths Supvylas avtév adiovew thy oddv avtév tiv 
arnOwnv Soxodvtes otv Bertiova oddv SivacOa edpeiv TAAVGVTAL 
Kal TadaiT@povow TepiTratobvtes év Tais avodiats. The uses of 
the word dapet7} mentioned above made the reference to the story 
still plainer. The references to it in Test. 12 Patr. and the 
connexion of this with the Shepherd were noticed later. The 
_ virgins and the women in black are also holy and wicked spirits 
(Sim, ix. 13. 2; 18. 3), and thus correspond to the spirits of truth 
and error in Test. Jud. 20. Sim. ix. 13. 8—9 speaks of some as 
seduced by the Vices, and some as not deceived by them, avereic- 
Oncav im6 Tév yuvaixdy dv cides...ceyuoppav...oi Sé ux) amarn- 
Oévtes TO KadrEL THY yuvaiKdv TovTwY K.t.r. In chap. 14. 1—2 
those who cast off rv ériOupiay Tév yuvaikadv TovTwy are said to 
walk (rropevOdcwv) in the works of the virgins. 


4 Compare in Mand. vi. 1. 3 dA’ dwodlas x.7.d. (p. 246), 
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©. The Vigil of Hermas with the Virgins. 


The story of Prodicus helps to explain one of the most difficult 
things in the Shepherd, the vigil of Hermas with the virgins 
(Sim. ix. 11). In order to shew this we must quote some of 
Xenophon’s expressions in Mem. Socr. u. 1. 21 sq. Notice es- 
pecially tAc mén nyktdc Y¥Bpizoyca. The reader will supply the 
missing links : 

Virtue and Vice are described as tv pév éErépay evmperh Te 
idetv Kal édevOépiov ducer, Kexoounuévnv TO wev XpOpma KaOaperd- 
THTL...€oOHTL dSé Nevn, THY Oé Erépav TeOpappévny pev eis TOAVTAP- 
kiav...ecOjra 8é é& js dv pddiota 7) dpa Siadaprror. Vice says to 
Hercules...€av odv eué hirny rouon, Thy ndioTny Te Kal paoTny. 
odov aw ce...tic dé TmadiKols Opidav pariot av evdpavOeins, 
Kal TOs av paraxdtata Kabevdors. Virtue then commends her 
more excellent but laborious way, ending 77 yvoun varnpereiv 
eOuctéov TO copa Kal yupvactéov Tovois Kat idpatr. Vice 
demurs, and Virtue answers ...iva 5 xaOutrvdans ndéws od pmovov 
Tas oTp@-vas padaKkas G\Aa Kal Tas Krivas Kai Ta UrdBabpa 
Tais KXivais TapacKkevater...ra 8 adppodicia mpo tod SetoPar 
avayKaters K.7.X. olTw@ yap taldevers Tovs GeavTodD didous, TAC 
MEN NYKTOC YBpizoyca, THs S Huépas TO XpnoyudtaToy KaTaKkoLpi- 
fovea... Tus av ed hpovav tod cod Ovacov TorpHoesev €ivas ;... 
éyo 5é ovverme pev Oeois, cvvetmse 5é avOpwetrois Tots ayabois: 
épyov Sé Kadov ode Ociov ovr’ avOpdrriwvov yapis euod yiyverat. 

evmrpemn...€oOnre AevKH| In Sim. ix. 2. 4 the virgins are évde- 
dupévat Aiwwods yiTdvas Kal mepielCoopévar evmperras, Ew Tovs 
@pous Exovoas ws médAroveat hoptiov Tr Bacralew. Cf. rove Kal 
iSpére in Virtue’s first speech. Sim. x. 3. 2 “mundae enim sunt 
atque castae et industriae.” The women in black are not girded 
evrperras (9.5). Their black dresses mean Odvaros (19.1). The 
Virtues in Sim. ix. are delicate (tpudepa/) maidens, who stand 
avépeiws 5 péAXovTaL brov Tov ovpavoy Bacrakew (2. 4—5). 
Vice in Xenophon is a pampered woman who shrinks from toil. 
Hermas insists upon the necessity of being clad by the virgins 
with their évduya: Sim. ix. 13. 2 ayia rvevpara eiot, Kal ddrAwS 
avOpwros ov Sivarai edpeOfvat eis THY Bacirelav Tod Oeod, éav 
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pa) adrar avtov évivcwot TO &vdupa avtév: Mand. xii. 1. 2 rods 
fa) Exovras TO évduma Tis ériOupias THs ayab7s. 

tiv ndiorny dddv] Sim. viii. 9. 1 Kal atrn 1 680s 78urépa 
avtois édaivero. 

To explain Sim. ix. 11, observe that it precedes a great revel- 
ation, and should therefore describe a severe discipline in prepar- 
ation for it, according to the precedent of Vis, ii. 10. 7 évnorevoa 
ody piav puépar, Kal avTH TH vuKTi por OPOn veavioxos Kal Réyer, 
ti aod vio xelpa aiteis aroxadvweis év Senoes; BréreE punrrote 
TONG aiTovpevos BraWns cov THY capKa. Accordingly we have 
the description of a vigil with fast and prayer, but in the strange 
form of a nocturnal revel, with running allusion and contrast to 
the ways of Vice in the Memorabilia. 

The virgins say to Hermas, Thou shalt sleep with us as a 
brother and not ws dvjp, jyérepos yap adeAdos ei, in contrast 
with the indictment of Vice by Virtue in Xenophon. But the 
word adekgds may have been suggested. by another writing. 

Vice says éav pe pirnv tomon. The virgins Alay yap ce 
ayaTrrépev, and they #pEavtTé pe xatagirciv. Cf. Mem. u. 6. 33 
@s Tods pev Karovs HirnoorvTds pou, Tovs 8 ayabods Katadirny- 
TOVTOS. 

Sim. ix. 11 continues...cal mepuayeww KiKAw Tod TrUpyou Kal 
maitew pet éwovd. Kayo woel vedtepos éyeyoverw Kal npEdunv Kal 
autos taifew pet avTav: ai pév yap éxdpevov, ai dé wpyodvTo, 
ai d€ ndov. Contrast in Xenophon rice 8é madixots dpidrdv 
pdducr’ dv eidpavOeins [p. 252], and Tod cod Ocdcov eivar. 

Kal éxounOnv] Their sleep is a vigil. The whole night is spent 
in prayer. Contrast ris 8 nuépas TO yxpnowwdtatov KaTaKot- 
pifovea. Mem. it. 1. 3 owe KxoiunOjvar Kal mp@ avacrivar Kat 
aypuTvnca.. 

xapai] Of. Mem. u. 1. 6 év vraiOpm x«.t.r. The virgins 
spread their Awods yiTt@vas, symbolic of purity, on the ground, 
and lay Hermas on them. Contrast cal més dv padaxdrtata 
Kabevdois. ov povoy Tas otTpwpvds padrakas adda Kal Tas 
Krivas Kal ta wvroBabpa tals Krvats TapacKkevater. In 
Test. Jos. 4 Joseph, all the years that he was tempted by 
Potiphar’s wife, was yaywacotady év caxko. Sim. viii. 4. 1 
mepielwoapnv @moruvov ék caxKou yeyoves KaBapov. Pirké Aboth 
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vi. 4, “This is the Way of Torah: A morsel with salt shalt thou 
eat; Thou shalt drink also water by measure; and shalt sleep 
upon the ground, and live a life of painfulness.” 

pn Twa avT@ UBpw x.7.r.] It was this expression that suggested 
the explanation of the vigil here given: it is accounted for by the 
words vuetds vBpifovea in Xenophon. The #pis of Hermas 
alludes also to injury by asceticism, like BAaWys tiv capxa quoted 
above from Vis. iii. 10.7. Hermas replies...evppavOnv pet adtav 
peivas, in contrast with Xenophon’s wader’ av eippavOeins. 

édeirvnoa pyuata Kupiov Any tiv vixTa] A fast in the form of 
a feast, in contrast with words in Xenophon, not quoted above, 
about Vice’s sumptuous fare. With the last words quoted from 
the story, &pyov 5€ kadXov ovte Ociov x.7.r. (p. 250), compare in Vis. 
ili, 8. 7, of the seven Virtues, rovtwy ta épya Oeia. 


Of other parallels to the Shepherd in the Memorabilia, not to 
mention single words as diAdfwos, notice the following : 


Vis. i. 3. 4 6 Oeds Taév Suvdpewv 6 dopatw Suvaper...nTicas TOV 
xoopov. Mem. iv. 3. 13—14 cal 6 Tov bXov Kocpoy cuvTaTTaY TE 
Kal cuvéyav...@ yp) KaTavoodyta pa) KaTadhpovely THY aopaTar, 
GAN éx TOV yuyvopéver Thy Sivauw adtaév KatapavOavovta Tiymav 
To darpoviov. Cf. Rom. 1. 20. 

Sim. ix. 2.7 ta orricw cov ideiv ov Svvn, Ta Sé Ewrrpoabév cov 
Brérreis x.7.X. Mem. i. 3.19 dfOarpol 8 of Soxodvtes ert mreio- 
tov éEixveicOar ovd ay Tay eri éyyuTépw dvtTwv Ta ewmpoabev 
dpa Kal ta dricbev iSeiv SivawrTo. 

Mand. vi. describes the Two Ways with apparently intentional 
variations on the words of Hesiod quoted in Mem. 11. 1. 20: 


THY ev yap KaKoTnTa Kal idadoy Eotw édéaOaL 

pnidiws* rein pev 6d05, para & eyytO vaier. 

Ths 8 aperns tépéta Geol mpotrapoWev EOnxav 

aBavatou’ pakpos Sé Kal dpOvos oipos és avdripy 

Kal TpnxXds TO Tpe@tov’ émny eis axpov txnat, 

pndin 8) erecta wérer, yarern Tep éodoa. 

Here the way to Kaxorns is short, and the path to “Apery 

paxpos kal dpOvos: in Hermas they are otpeBdAy and op6 re- 
spectively, the evil way being therefore the less direct. In Hesiod 
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it is Xe/n as well as short, and the right way tpnyvs «.7.r.: in 
Hermas the evil way is tpayeta (ib. 1. 3) ...0f 5é TH 6p 680 
Mopevowevor Ouaras Tepimatovet Kal ampookdTtTws* odTe yap 
tpayeia éotiv ote axavOddns. In Hesiod the way to Virtue ‘is 
yarer: in Mand. vi., end, Hermas writes, rioreve 5€é 671 Ta Epya 
Tov ayyéXou THs Tovnpias yadeTTA ott. 


D. Hilgenfeld’s Analysis of the Shepherd. 


Hilgenfeld assigns the Shepherd to three authors, namely, 


Vis, i.—iv. to Hermas apocalypticus (H. a), 
Vis. v.— Sim. vii. to Hermas pastoralis (H. p.), 
Sim. viii.—x. to Hermas secundarius (H. s.), 


and suspects that from épyafov To dyafov to &vdokos mapa 
7® Qed in Mand. ii. is an interpolation by H. s. (c. 140 A. D.) 
in the work of H. p. (c. 97 A.D.), because of the sudden transition 
“a simplicitate ad beneficentiam.” On this see the Journal of 
Philology, vol. xv111. 322, and add the following parallel to Mand. 
’ ii. of Hermas from Test. Isachar : 


3 érropevouny év evOUTnTL Kapdias, Kal éyevounv yewpyos TOV 
Tatépwov mou Kal THY adeAPaY pov...Kal evAOynoé ME O TATHP MOU, 
Brérr@v Ore év AMADTHTI Tropedouar. Kal ovK Tunv Trepiepyos év 
tais mpakeoi pov...cal wavtote éyaipev eri TH amrOTHTI mov 6 
TaTnp mov. elTe yap éxauvov, Tacay oTdpav Kal Tav TpwToyé- 
vnpa «.T.r. Kal Kiptos édutraciake Ta ayaba év yepol pov... 
6 Qed cuvepye? TH AmAdTHTI wou: TavTl yap wévnte Kal TavTi 
OrLBopévp trapetyov tis yns Ta ayaba év AMAdTHTI Kapdias...5 
THY ATIAGTHTA KTHCAaTOe, Kal év axaxia TopeverOe...ayaTaTe KUpLOV 
Kal Tov TAnCioV, TévnTa Kal acer EXEATE K.T.r. 


Thus azAédrns is associated with almsgiving, and in a way 
which fully explains itself. Notice OdBouévm and daxaxia, 
comparing Mand. ii. Did. v. 2 OAcBouevov. The full title of Test. 
Tsach. (p. 160 ed. Sinker, Camb. 1869) is Ava@jnn “Ioayap repli 
aTROTNTOS. 
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E. The Saying of the Didaché ‘l8pwrdrw 1 édenwoodtyn cov eis 
Tas yelpas cov péxpis av yve@s tive d@s (i. 6). 


The first thought suggested to me by this saying was that it is 
a development from Gen. 3. 19 in the sense of Acts 20, 35 and 
Eph. 4, 28. The former text is paraphrased in Did. xii. 3 by 
épyatécOw xat dayéro. A giving conditioned by labour is 
ethically of a higher order than: giving out of superfluity. In 
Eth, Nic. 1x. 7 we read done? Sé 10 pév ed mrdoxew arrovov eivat, 
TO 8 ev troveiv épyddes. The normal evaosia is an épyov, a 
labour of love. St Augustine’s paraphrase, Sudet eleemosyna in 
manu tua quousque invenias justum cui des (Journal of Philology, 
XIx. 159), which does not exactly represent the Greek, implies at 
least a spiritual évépyera. If “sweat” in ispw@tare x.7T.A. means ~ 
something like the field labour of Gen. 3. 19, by means of which a 
man should give alms as well as support himself, we may illustrate 
the saying by such passages as Gal. 6. 9—10, where kaip@ ydp 
idim Gepicomen introduces épyatopeOa TO dyaldv mpos tavtas, 
pardoTa Sé pds Tavs oiKeious THS wiatews. I found a paraphrase 
of iSpwratw x.7.d. in this sense (ib, X1x. 152) in Apost. Const. vii. 2, 
Tr&cl Ap OéAEl AIAOCOAl 6 TATHP 6 TOV HALOV avTOD avaTédrov émrl 
movnpovs Kal adikous. mac odv Sixatov Siddvar €& oixeiwy Tévev" 
Tiva yap, dyot, Tov Kipiov amd ody Sixaiwy Tovar’ TpoTYysNTéov 
dé tovs ayious. OY oneyceic k.T.A..—namely between the words 
in uncial type, which are quoted from the Teaching. 


Notice in the Sibylline Oracles, 
i. 57—58. avEaveaOe (sic), wrANOivecO’, épyalerP emt yains 
évréxvas, tv’ éynte tpopns Kopov (Opwortes. 
ii. 79—80. ispadci ctayvor yelp! ypnfovTe trapdoyov. 
PAY pr ae , / lal 3 7 
ds & €\eHMOCYNHN Trapéyer De® olde Saveifew. 
iii, 244—5, Tois pundev éyovow, 
GdXa Tevixpopévorct, Oépovs ard potpay iadret. 
vill. 399— 406 
avtos od0vs mpoéOnxa Svo, SwHs Oavarov Te, 
¥ - kat Sos mewa@vtTt Tov apTor, 
ex poxOwv idiwv ropicas ayvais Tadapnor. 
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Here we have the sequence, sweat to support oneself (Gen. 3. 
19); sweat in almsgiving; the same sense without the word 
“sweat,” but with @épous for erayver, expressly referring to field 
labour; lastly, the same in effect, but with no express reference 
to that form of labour’. This favours the view that idSpwtdrw x.7.r. 
springs out of Gen. iii. 19 and is referred to under iS/ov mévev in 
Apost. Const. and under xké7@v in Mand. ii. In ii. 79 Dr Gifford 
would read iSpwon yerpt ctayvwv. In iii. 245 there is a variant 
amropovpayr (cf. xiii. 45). In ‘Idpdcer 8€ yOov, at the beginning of 
the acrostic "Incods «.7.X. in vill. 217 sqq., the reading (dpdécu is 
again well attested (Friedlieb), though obviously wrong®. 

In connexion with the thought that edzrovia is épyadns (p. 254), 
notice in Sim. ii. 5 mictevwy ote d épyacetas cis Tov wévynTa 
Suvycetar Tov picbov edpeiv Tapa TO Hed. 6 Ere emicrrovdater 
mept Tod wévntos. 7 TodTo Epyov péya éorl...kai eipydcato eis ~ 
Tov Tévnta €x TdV Swpnudtwv Tod Kupiov. 9 KoLWwvoi Tov Epyou 
tod Siuxaiov. Compare Epist. Barn. 21. 2 éyere pe Eavtay eis 
ods épyaoncbe. Also Matt. 26.10; Mark 14.6; 2Joh. 8; 3 Joh. 5. 
The whole virtuous life is épyaédns, according to Hesiod as quoted 
in Mem. Socr. u. 1. 20, 


ths 8 apetis Sparta Oeot mpomdpoWev EOnxar, 
and the same is said in like words by Christian writers. 


5 Except that dds rév dprov [Is. 58. 10] is parallel to ¢ayz Tov dprov in Genesis, 
to which the Sibyllist alludes. The impossible aviavec@e, for which Rzach in his 
Orac. Sib, (1891) has avtecde, is from Gen. 8. 17 Sept. aviavecOe cai thyOivecbe ext 
ris vis (cf. 9.1, 7). The true reading is illustrated by Sib. i. 272 avdéduevor rr Ov- 
vopevor TH Sixaca véporres. 

6 Rzach has in Sib. i. 58 évdedexa@s (for évréxvws), and in ii. 79 lipaow (for 
iépaor), with a note ending “an idpwrwy an lipdo’ &? cf. Hesiod. Oper. 415 xadua- 
tos léadiwov Hesych. téeos (eldeos cod.) OaArous Kavuaros; evdadpyw (xerpl) Boissonade 
coniecit coll. viii. 498 evddpos wadduyor (‘benefica manu spicas largire inopi’).” 
But lipdoy xerpt suits the reference to harvest labour and agrees with lipwrarw els 
Tas xeipas gov. To give craxtwy or épous wotpay is enjoined in Deut, 24. 19, ‘‘ When 
thou cuttest down thine harvest in thy field, and hast forgot a sheaf in the field, 
thou shalt not go again to fetch it: it shall be for the stranger, for the fatherless, 
and for the widow; that the Lorp thy God may bless thee in all the work of thine 
hands.” Cf. Ruth 2. 15,16. Mr Rendel Harris in the Johns Hopkins edition of 
the Teaching (p. 71) has quoted a curious interpretation of Ecclus. 12. 1 yd rin 
ovets [Did. rin 5¢s] in the sense of Meg olde Savelfew (Sib. ii. 80). 
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Conclusion. 


a. The figure of the two ways with good and evil guides, 
however ancient, must be a development from that of the one 
way, which a man walks in with guidance and is in danger of 
missing without it (Isai. 30. 21). Outside of 4 0865 are dvodiar 
(note 4), which Hermas locates in the orpe8d1) odes. Virtue and 
Vice, the goals in Hesiod (p. 252), are the guides in Prodicus. 
Their counterparts in the Proverbs of Solomon are Wisdom and 
Folly. Wisdom is both guide and goal, for (she says) “whoso 
findeth me findeth life” (Prov. 8. 35), and She awaits men in her 
house, and guides them to it by herself and by “her maidens” 
(Prov. 9. 1—3). So Virtue and Vice may be resolved into or 
regarded as in command of all the virtues and the vices (note 2), 
and so the Christian two ways may have good and evil angels 
placed upon them. Resolve Vice into literal vices, and we have 
the Way of Death in Did. v. The Way of Life in Did. i—iv. 
may be an expansion from a corresponding catalogue of duties. 
Compare the two ways according to R. Jochanan ben Zakkai and 
his disciples in Pirké Aboth cap. 2. If in the Didaché the angelic 
guides’ would be out of place (p. 244), how came they to be 
connected with its teaching ? 


b. Texts of Scripture, or the Greek poets and philosophers 
(p. 247), or Jewish and Gentile teachings combined may have sug- 
gested a form of the Two Ways with angels or spirits for guides 
[A], distinct from its prosaic form in the Didaché [D]; and a 
rhetorical writer would have been tempted to improve upon D 
with the help of A. Whatever were the dates of the original A 
and D, the form A+D or D+A was clearly later. 

Notice in Talm. Bab. Chagigah 16a (trans. Streane, 1891), 
“R. Zarika says The two angels of the ministry which lead [a man], 
these witness against him, as it is said For He shall give His 
angels charge of thee, to keep thee in all thy ways.” Compare 


7 The Latin fragment has been very fully and ably discussed by Professor 
Warfield. See Dr Philip Schaff’s The Oldest Church Manual. 
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Hebrews 1.14, Talm. Jerus. Chag. I. 1 (p. 77 a, ed. prince.) likens 
the Torah to two paths soy Sw ‘sy we by 's. 


c. The general argument to shew that Hermas knew the 
Prodicus myth is independent of the suggested explanation of the 
Vigil (p. 250), which was in fact an afterthought. The dodecads of 
Hermas are Faith and “her maidens” (Prov. 9. 3) and Unfaith 
and her brood respectively, as he says in Vis. iii. 8. 5 of his heptad 
of graces from Faith to Love, @vyarépes a\XjA@v eiciv. Briefly 
then, according to our conjecture, he knows the two ways as the 
way of IIéorss and the way of ’Amoria. This is illustrated by 
the actual use of these designations in the Clementines, in a 
passage in which the writer, like Hermas, shews a general ac- 
quaintance with the Christian and other forms of the Two Ways. 
See Clem. Hom. vu. 6, 7 (Migne P. G. vol. 2. 221), where we read 
in § 6 Aéyw Sé eri Toias KaKxais mpdkeot Tovs avOpemous etakev 
U1d TOD THS KaKiac Hyepovos [? ¥7rd THs. Kakiac aHyeu.] Kaxodcbat 
«.7.., and in § 7 tavtas toivuy tds Te ayabas Kal Kaxas Tpdzeic 
e(d@s Tpounvia viv ac Odoyc AYO...7) wey OU TOY ATroAUpEVOV 
OAOC TIAATEIA MEN Kal OMAA@TATH, G7roAAVovaa Sé ANEY TOY TIONOY, 
 S€ Tav cwlopévmy CTENH MEN Kai TpayelA c@fovca Sé mpds TH 
Téket Tods StatropevOévtas érimdnwc. TovTwy S& Tav Svo odav 
mpoxabéteras Mictic kai Atictia. Kal odevouvor dia pév atrictias 
of Tas HAONAC Tpoxpivaytes x.7.A. Here we may note references 
to the Gospel in wdateia, otevyn (Matt. 7. 13): to a form of Did, 
i, sq. in the simple mpd£eis...@5 odods Svo: and to Prodicus, 
Hesiod and others in xaxias *ryemovos, ouadwtatn, advev Tod 
movov, Tpaxeia, érumovas, jdovas. Clem. Alex, in Paed. 11. 8 
quotes Hesiod’s Keivos pév ravdpiotos «.7.d. and gives it a 
Scriptural application. 


d. The date of Test. 12 Patr. is much disputed, as Mr Joseph 
B. Mayor notices in his commentary on Epist. St James, p. liv 
(1892). If the Testaments were written early enough, it would 
be natural to think that Hermas alluded to them. In any case 
Test. Isach. 3—5 (p. 253) shews the relation of “simplicitas” and 
“beneficentia” to be so intimate that the transition from the one 
to the other in Mand. ii. need occasion no surprise. 

Journal of Philology. vou. xxt, 17 
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e. Whatever (Spwtatw x.7.r. really meant in the first in- 
stance, it seems to have been taken to mean what we have sug- 
gested by early Greek: writers; and that is of primary importance 
when we are seeking traces of the saying. 


But I am more concerned in this article with the exordium 
than with any subsequent saying of the Teaching; and I think it 
has been shewn that the angels in certain other recensions of its 
Two Ways are no mark of priority, although some variety of the 
A-form was possibly older than D. “ Lucis et tenebrarum” in the 
von Gebhardt fragment comes in disconnectedly (p. 243), and 
Barnabas has been betrayed by his imagination into some con- 
fusion of thought. The picturesque dwtaywyol ayyedou stationed 


upon his way tod dwros would be of service rather upon a way 


of darkness, like the pillar of fire by night (Exod. 13. 21). . 


C. TAYLOR. 


CAMBRIDGE, 1892. 
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TERTULLIAN’S APOLOGY. 


In my Bibliographical Clue to Latin Literature (Cambr. 
1875, pp. 163—6) I collected the titles of the principal editions 
of Tertullian, and of works or essays published in illustration 
of him and his writings. I now add: 

J. P. Condamin, De Q. S. F. Tertulliano, uexatae religionis 
patrono, et praecipuo apud Latinos Christianae linguae artifice. 
Bar-le-Duc 1877. 8vo. 

Q. 8. F. T. libellus de spectaculis. Ad cod. Agobardinum 
denuo collatum recensuit, adnotationes criticis nouas addidit 
Ern. Klussmann. Lips. 1877. large 8vo. 

id. Adnotationes crit. ad Tert. de spect. in Gymnasium 
Ienense ipsis Non. Oct. anni 1876 bonis litteris dedicandum 
pientissimis notis prosequuntur Director et Collegae Gymnasii 
Rudolphopolitani. Rudolphopoli, Froebel. (Reviewed by H. 
Ronsch in Liter. Centralblatt, 31 March 1877.) 

Is. Pelet, Essai sur l’apologétique de Tertullien. Strasb. 
1868. 8vo. Keim, Die Zeit des T. apol. in his Aus dem 
Urchristenthum 1 (Ziirich 1878) 174—8. In the Zeitschr. f. 
oest. Gymn. 1869, pp. 348—368 W. Hartel reviewed Ebert’s 
dissertation on Tertullian’s relation to Minucius Felix. 

The same Hartel in his Patristische Studien 1 (Wien, 
Tempsky, 1890, pp. 58. 8vo) wrote: Zu Tert. de spect. de idol. 

Dr Ernst Noeldechen, who in 1890 published: Tert. darge- 
stellt von E. N. Gotha, Perthes. 8vo. pp. viii 496; also wrote 
in Brieger’s Zeitschr. f. Kirchengeschichte XI, on Tert. de cor., 
and many other essays on this father in other periodicals. 

Dr Aug. Oxé Prolegomena de carmine aduersus Marcionitas. ~ 
Leipz. Fock. 1888. 8vo. pp. 51. Cf. Ztschr. f. wiss. Theol. 
1876, pp. 113—120, 154—158. 


17—2 
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R. A. Lipsius, Die Quellen der altesten Ketzergeschichte, 
Leipz. 1875, pp. 64—83- 

G. R. Hauschild, die Grundsitze und Mittel der Sprach- 
bildung bei Tertullian. Leipz. 1876. 4to. The same: Tertul- 
lians Psychologie und Erkenntnisstheorie. Frankf. 1880, 4to, 

P. Schwenk: iiber die Zeit des Minucius Felix (Jahrbb. f. 
prot. Theol. 1883 n. 2). 

Fr. Wilhelm: De Minucii Felicis Octauio et Tertulliani 
apologetico, Bresl. Philol, Abhandl. 1887. 

The first part of the Vienna edition of Tertullian, prepared 
by Reifferscheid, appeared, completed by Wissowa, in 1890, but 
it does not contain the Apology ; however it is so far helpful 
that it gives an instalment of cognate pieces, spect., idol., ad 
nat., test. an. 

See Engelmann, Bibliotheca Scriptorum Classicorum, 8th 
ed. by E. Preuss. 1 1882, pp. 663—666, and Teuffel-Schwabe, 
Gesch, d. rém. Lit.’ § 373. 





To scholars whose reading is confined to the handful of 
writers, barely filling a single shelf, which are counted as Latin 
classics, I would venture to offer a few reasons for following 
Scaliger, Casaubon, Gataker, Bentley, Wasse, Haupt, Bernays, 
in widening their ken to the entire range of Latin authors, of 
whatever creed or profession, down to the contemporaries of 
Bede and Alcuin. Even such a self-taught giant as Madvig 
often shews pitiable weakness from the limits to which he 
restricted himself’. 

When a Greek or Roman philosopher or rhetorician became 
a Christian (fiwnt, non nascuntur Christiant), he did not at once 
forget all the learning of the past. A very large part of what 
we know of ancient religion, a very large number of perfectly 
classical words, have been preserved to us only by the fathers’, 


1 At the Leyden tercentenary Mad- 
vig told me that he had read no Greek 
or Latin theological author but Jose- 
phus, and that only for information 
respecting ancient warfare. He was 
however a diligent student of the New 


Testament, as may be seen by his copy 
in the Cambridge Divinity Library. 

2 In the Journal of Classical and 
Sacred Philology 11 (Cambr. 1855) 82 
I shewed that hic esto (also hic sum) 
the correlative of the istic sum (‘I am 
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Look at the fragments of Seneca, collect the fragments of 
Varro, and you will see that it is not safe to say to Christian 
authors: non licet esse wos. I have found abundant evidence in 
patristic Greek and Latin for many words known to the lexi- 
cons only by citations in glossaries. Rénsch, Paucker, Georges, 
supply students of Romance languages with hundreds of words 
hitherto unregistered, the parents of a numerous Italian, 
Spanish, French progeny. 

Again, many of the chief classics, as Pindar and Thucydides, 
are very difficult’, or (as tragic choruses) very corrupt. Many of 
the fathers write very simply, and might serve admirably for 
the neglected discipline of the ear; even as Cicero and the 
younger Pliny pursued their studies by the aid of readers. It 
is certain that an entire volume of either Chrysostom (Dio—to 
name a heathen—or John) could be read carefully in shorter 
time than is spent on the study of the few hundred lines of the 
Agamemnon. And the path through the former would be all 
luminous, through the latter dark with corruptions and conjec- 
tures and despairing interpretations. Many of the best scholars, 
as in England Pearson, John Davies, Wasse (much of whose 
work remains in manuscript), Routh, Kaye, F. Field, Chr. 
Wordsworth, Lightfoot, have devoted their best energies to the 
elucidation of the fathers. As a rule patristic and biblical texts 
are preserved in earlier manuscripts than those of heathen 
classics ; so that palacographers must necessarily sit at the feet 
of divines. 

For the order of study, I would say: Leave to the infallible 
oracles of monthly magazines sweeping hypotheses, no whit less 
hazardous than those of Father Hardouin. First become 
thoroughly familiar with the ancients themselves, before you 
listen to guesses about them. It is characteristic of the sobriety 
of Englishmen, that our scholars, as Lardner, Routh, Kaye, 
Clinton, Lightfoot, have followed in the modest steps of Tille- 


with you’, i. ‘I am attending’) of could read a very large part of such a 

Cicero and Terence, is to be gleaned writer as Plutarch, in the time that 

from Augustine. is occupied on the small volume of 
1 This remark was once made to Thucydides,” 

me by Mr Bywater. He said: ‘one 


262 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


mont, content to collect, evidence for the reader’s information, 
not without a guiding clue. 

A once popular book, of solid but unobtrusive learning, now 
forgotten’, by an accomplished Cambridge scholar (Biography 
of the Early Church. By R. W. Evans. 2nd ed. London 1859. 
2 vols. sm. 8vo), if read with the authorities cited in the notes, 
will form an excellent introduction to patristic study. Listen to 
this character of Tertullian’s apology (1 336—8): 


Its power is far superior to that of any former defence. Tertullian 
not only surpassed his predecessors in information and talent, but 
was peculiarly fitted by temper to treat such a subject. No one 
could express in such forcible language the indignant sense of in- 
justice, or represent its detail in a more lively manner. None could 
press his arguments so closely, and few had so learned an acquaintance 
with heathenism, and could expose its follies with more bitter sarcasm 
(Apol. 42), or whip its wickedness with a heavier lash (Apol. 35). 
The subject too, while it gave free scope to the range of his argu- 
mentative powers, neither allured him, nor compelled him to sophis- 
tical subtilties. The free and elastic vigour of a mind that had still 
half its strength in reserve pervades the composition ; and if we put 
the mere mechanism of style out of the question, and consider the 
copiousness, the variety, the interest of the matter, the skilfulness 
of selection of topics, and the powerful grasp with which they are 
handled, together with the greatness of the occasion, it will not be 
too much to say, that it is the noblest oration among all which 
antiquity has left us....In what a state of mind do we rise up from 
it! Its brilliant pictures are glowing before our eyes, its deep tone 
of declamation is sounding in our ears, its imploring, its condemning, 
its expostulating accents have touched our feelings to the quick... , 
Heaven and hell have been moved, and have entered into a mortal 
struggle, of which we are now enjoying the fruits, in a victory which 
has decided the fate of mankind for all eternity. What literary 
gew-gaws do the finest orations of Cicero and Demosthenes appear 
after this! How do we put them away as childish things, and feel 
ashamed that we should set such value on the vituperative filth 
which is poured forth upon Aeschines and Antony, political rivals 
on the narrow stage of a corner of this little world. 

1 Dr Thompson once lamented to to a young lady, that was the kind of 


me the change of taste for the worse: book to give: but now they take no 
“When you wanted to make a present interest in such things.” 
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I believe that of those who have really grappled with Ter- 
tullian’s difficulties, few will challenge this verdict of a most 
competent Judge. 

I can conceive few more valuable aids to classical scholar- 
ship than a digest, not on the plan of the Dutch uwariorwm 
editors, nor yet on the scissors-and-paste plan of Dindorf, of 
all that is permanently valuable in commentaries and miscel- 
laneous remarks on the Christian apologists, say to 500 A.D. 
The work should appear by itself, and would have a permanent 
value, whatever manuscripts might spring to light. Critics and 
commentators should be read in order of time and each allowed 
credit for his contributions—I would not ruthlessly clip away 
even the biographical confidences with which old scholars en- 
livened their learning—; no quotation should be repeated, but 
the entire composite note should be fused into unity, references 
being reduced to one uniform pattern. Each special subject, as 
the calumny about Thyestean feasts, should be exhausted in 
some one note, and cross references given. The editor would 
be in excellent company for some years, and would learn some- 
thing of the meaning of catholic communion, as he forgathered 
with the Spanish Jesuit La Cerda, the French jurists Didier 
Herauld (Heraldus) and Nic. Rigault, with Le Nourry and Tille- 
mont and Ceillier, Mosheim and Semler, Oehler and Ebert, 
Kaye and Blunt’ and Pusey’, Neander and Oehler and 
Bohringer and Néldechen®. Perhaps no two men ever more 
thoroughly mastered every detail in the field of the early apolo- 
gists than Le Nourry (whose Apparatus, Par. 1715, is reprinted 
in Migne and in Oehler) and Christian Kortholt (15 Jan. 
1633—31 March 1694), whose ‘Paganus obtrectator’ (Kiel 


1 Right Use of the Early Fathers. that the citations in these notes were 


Here p. 432 Lightfoot might have 
found, cited from Theoph. ad Autol. 1 
1f., a far more apt parallel to Philem. 
11, than that which he cites from c. 12 
of the same book. 

2 Notes (ascribed by Kaye to 
Dodgson) on Dodgson’s excellent 
translation in the Library of the 
Fathers. It is interesting to learn 


verified by one who left us, J. B. 
Morris. 

3 On this latest monograph see 
Liidemann in Theol. Jahresber. hrsg, 
v. R. A. Lipsius, x, 1891, pp. 128—9. 
Lipsius, alas, is no more, but this 
annual, of unrivalled excellence, is 
continued by his Jena colleagues, 
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1698 4to, 2nd ed. Lubeck 1703 4to), comment. on Iust. M., 
Athenag., Theophil., Tatian (ibid. 1675 fol. ‘profundae erudi- 
tionis,’ says Walch); ‘de persecutionibus ecclesiae primaeuae’ 
(Kiel 1689 4to) and other works (see the Bodleian catalogue 
and Joecher) are in my judgement still necessary to the student. 
If Mr Carstens, in a slight article in the Allg. deutsche Bio- 
graphie XvI (Leipz. 1882) 726 says that K.’s books “have been 
long overtaken by the advance of science and have no longer 
any importance,” I comfort myself by the remembrance that 
this Biography is weakest in the lives and works of scholars. I 
should like to cross-examine Mr Carstens on Kortholt. Of 
works on the other apologists that of Semisch on Justin and 
Keim’s Celsus, are, so far as I know, the most helpful. 

Beside printed sources, my ideal editor should inquire for 
manuscripts. My mouth watered when I read Blunt’s casual 
remark that Rigault’s glossary is convenient for annotation. 
This book and Blunt’s manuscript lectures on the early fathers 
should certainly be secured for the university which he adorned. 
The Germans are no doubt the most active workers in the pa- 
tristic vineyard; but how few of them are scholars like Burton 
or Blunt, Kaye or Field ! 


LANGUAGE. 


Of existing glossaries to Tertullian, those of Rigault, 
Semler (also in Migne) and (the best) Oehler, all are necessary. 
General lexicons of independent value are Faber (best ed, by 
Leichius, Francof. 1749, fol.), a favorite with Dr Westcott; 
Rob. Stephens (ed. Gesner, 4 vols. 1749; the ed. of Ant. Birr, 
Basil. 1740, fol. 4 vols., has inedited notes of Henry Stephens) ; 
Forcellini, two editions of which are still incomplete, that by 
De Vit (lexicon and glossary and a large part of the valuable 
‘Onomasticon’ have appeared), and that by Corradini (incorpo- 
rating Klotz); Scheller (8rd ed. Leipz. 1804—5, 5 vols. 8vo; 
I have Madvig’s copy), translated, without the instructive 


1 Of. Faber, Gesner, Forcellini, Journal of Classical and Sacred Phi- 
Scheller, I said something in the lology mu (Cambr. 1855), 277—290. 
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and pathetic preface, by Riddle for the Oxford Press (fol.); 
Klotz; (Freund’s book, which has supplied the basis of ninety- 
nine hundredths of the lexicons sold in England for many 
years, is, after the letter C, a most careless compilation from 
Forcellini) ; and, fullest of all in vocabulary, and necessary as a 
supplement even to Forcellini, Georges. Of the adaptations of 
Freund I have for many years employed two copies of Riddle- 
White, and (of late) two copies of Lewis-Short, as a basis for 
annotations ; but young scholars, who use a lexicon not so much 
to add to or correct its statements, as to learn the usage of the 
language, ought to employ Gesner or Forcellini or Scheller 


habitually. For a portion of the alphabet (from D—K) by far 


the completest storehouse is the ‘Thesaurus der klassischen 
Latinitit,’ begun by Georges, and continued from D onwards by 
Gustav Miihlmann (Leipz. 1854—68). 

Any of the old Latin-English lexicons, from Cooper to the 
complete editions of Ainsworth, give far more racy, homespun 
English for the Latin words, than the books which now com- 
mand the market. Lewis-Short has an improved orthography 
and some additions from Georges and various commentaries ; 
also a few articles (e.g. cwm conj. and prep., sut, swus) are care- 
fully and independently executed; but in some points the 
changes from Riddle-White are for the worse. 

In the ‘Bibliographical Clue to Latin Literature’ I recorded 
under each author the then aids (indexes cet.) to the study of 
his language; it is well to remember that the ‘Delphin’ 
classics (Valpy’s reprint is very accurate, and adds many useful 
commentaries to the original quartos) and also Lemaire’s supply 
complete indexes to many authors. Merguet is about half way 
through the Herculean task of a concordance to Cicero; he 
and others have brought out three rival lexicons to Caesar: 
Teubner’s press is engaged on lexicons to Livy and Tacitus. In 
Teubner’s ‘bibliotheca’ some authors, chiefly technical, as 
Cassius Felix, Iulius Valerius cet., are furnished with indexes. 
The Berlin ‘Monumenta Germaniae historica’ and the Vienna 
library of tlie fathers have indeed indexes, but in many cases 
by no means exhaustive; e.g. not Reifferscheid, but Forcellini, 
informs us that the rare word bacula (dim. of baca) occurs 
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thrice in Arnobius. Of late years the French have returned to 
the field in which they reigned supreme in the 16th and 17th 
centuries. Thus: Henri Gelzer, ‘Etude lexicographique et 
grammaticale de la Latinité de Saint Jérome’ (Paris, Hachette, 
1884), and (a perfect model in its way) Max Bonnet, ‘Le Latin 
de Grégoire de Tours’ (ibid. 1890). The Archiv fiir lat. 
Lexikographie, published since 1884 by Teubner, has, thanks to 
the self-sacrifice of the publisher and the editor Ed. W6lfflin, 
done a great work in surveying the whole field of Latin letters, 
and training readers to gather in the whole mass of Latin words. 
There too may be seen reviews of all new books and articles 
bearing on the subject. 

There is yet an opening for two lexicons, of moderate com- 
pass, but of great value to critics, lexicographers and gram- 
marians. 

(A) We possess two lexicons of terminations in Greek, but, 
to my knowledge, none in Latin. I refer to: (1) ‘ Henrici 
Hoogeveen, opus postumum exhibens dictionarium analogicum 
linguae graecae’ (Cambr. typis acad. 1800. 4to) a book recom- 
mended by the late Dr Thompson; and (II) ‘Etymologisches 
Worterbuch der griechischen Sprache zur Uebersicht der 
Wortbildung nach den Endsylben geordnet von Dr Wilhelm 
Pape’ (Berl. 1836, 8vo). 


(B) Faber and Gesner frequently record under one word ~ 


other words with which it is liable to be confounded by scribes; 
they also cite lexicographical collections in commentaries and 
journals. Whoever has traced with attention the course of 
lexicography knows that almost every word well treated by any 
lexicon owes its good fortune to some exhaustive note of N. 
Heins, or J. F. Gronov, or Bentley cet. The indexes to such 
books as Drakenborch’s Livy and Duker’s Florus will shew how 
the thing should be done. To go down the whole course of 
classical learning, from such treasuries as Gruter’s ‘Fax 
Artium,’ to the ‘aduersaria’ of Madvig and the ‘lectiones’ of 
Cobet, would be the making of any young scholar. 

The most useful commentary, on the whole, is Oehler’s, 
Herauld also and Rigault should be read, and Dr Pusey. La 
Cerda is copious in parallels. Pamelius takes a polemical 
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rather than a literary interest in his author, but his index of 
things is the completest of all; Rigault also and Oehler are 
good. Kaye, Ebert (literary history) and Bohringer will well 
repay the labour of perusal. 

Without further preface I proceed to my notes. They are 
not exhaustive, but are intended chiefly as a supplement to 
earlier commentaries. May they prove that there is much in 
Tert. of interest to any student, though no more of a technical 
theologian than was Jakob Bernays. 


NOTES. 


ce. 1 p. 111 (Oehler) ROMANI IMPERII ANTISTITES called prae- 
sides c. 9. 30 f. 50. 
p. 113 1. 3 SECTAE HVIVs c. 21 pr. n. 

» 1. 5 SCIT SE PEREGRINAM IN TERRIS AGERE ep. ad 
Diognet. 5 § 5 rarpidas oixodow idias, GAN ws Tapoixot: 
petéxovet TayTwv @s ToNiTaL Kal Trav? bTopévovew ws Eévot- 
maca Eévn tatpis éotw avtav Kal taca Tatpis Eévyn....§ 9 
éri yns SvatpiBovow, adr év ovpav@ todstevovtat. cf. Light- 
foot on Clem. Rom. ep. pr. 

p. 113 1. 6 AGERE c. 10 m. p. 154 fin. certe enim oblitos 
agitis. 

p. 113 1. penult. INAVDITAM SI DAMNENT ad nat. I 20 p. 93 
2 Wiss. emendate wosmetipsos prius, ut Christianos puniatis, nisi 
‘quod emendaueritis, non punietis, immo eritis Christiani; immo 
st fueritis Christiani, eritis emendati. discite quid in nobis 
accusetis, et non accusabitis... 1. 8 damnate ueritatem, sed 
imspectam si potestis, et probate errorem, sed repertum si putatis. 
quodsi_praescribitur uobis errorem amare et odisse ueritatem, cur 
quod amatis et odistis non noueritis? Minuc. 27 § 8 sic <dae- 
mones> occupant animos et obstruunt pectora, ut ante nos incipiant 
homines odisse quam nosse, ne cognitos aut imitari possint aut 
damnare non possint. Lact. V 1 § 5 quia student damnare tam- 
quam nocentes quos utique sciunt imnocentes, constare de ipsa 
innocentia nolunt : quasi wero maior iniquitas sit probatam inno- 
centiam damnasse quam inauditam. § 6. sed, ut dizi, 
uerentur, ne, si audierint, damnare non possint. Acts 25 16. 
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p. 1141. 1 HANC ITAQVE PRIMAM CAVSAM APVD VOS COLLO- 
CAMVS INIQVITATIS ODII ERGA NOMEN CHRISTIANORVM Matt. 10 
22. 249. Mark 13 13. Luke 6 22. 2112,17. Io. 15 21. 
Acts 5 41. 9 14—16, 21. 1 Pet. 414—16. Cf. Lightfoot on 
Ign. Eph. 3 pr. (‘the Name’, absolute). Renan L’Kglise 
Chrétienne 369 n. 2 and 3. Kortholt Paganus obtrectator pp. 
711—720 ‘de inuiso ipsomet Christianorum nomine’. Iustin 
apol, 2 2 p. 42°seq. “Ptolemaeus accused and condemned solely 
as a Christian. Lucius, another Christian, asked: tis % airia; 
TOU MATE Moyo pTE TOpVOY pnTE Aavdpopovoy pHTe NwTrodUTHY 
Ente apTraya pte aTA@s adiknud TL mpdEavta edeyxopevon, 
dvopaTtos Sé Xpiotiavod mpocwvupiay oporoyodvta Tov avOpa- 
mov TovTov ékokacw; Your judgement, Urbicus, ill befits the 
emperor Pius, or the emperor’s son the Philosopher, or the sacred _ 
senate.” Urbicus replied: “You too seem to me to be one of 
them.” “Certainly.” He was sentenced and returned thanks. 
Tert. scorp. 10 p. 523 1. 15 Oehler tpswm nominis odium. 
ibid. p. 524 1. 10 ef odium nominis hic erit, et persecutio hic 
erumpit. 11 p. 526 1. 4 from foot odio habemur ab omnibus 
hominibus nominis causa, quomodo scriptum est. 

p. 114 1. 4 QVID ENIM INIQVIVS, QVAM VT ODERINT HOMINES 
QVOD IGNORANT, ETIAM SI RES MERETVR ODIVM? ep. ad Diognet. 
5 fin. tHv aitiay tis éyOpas eitrety of prcobvtes ovK Exovaw. 

p. 1141.7 VACANTE...MERITI NOTITIA c. 11 p. 158 1. penult. 
uacat ex hac parte causa. c. 18 p. 187 1. 1 sed ne notitia 
uacaret. h 

p. 114 1, 12 TESTIMONIVM IGNORANTIAE EST, QVAE INIQVI- 
TATEM DVM EXCVSAT, CONDEMNAT cet. ad nat. I 1 pr. p. 59 
Wiss. testimonium ignorantiae uestrae quae iniquita- 
tem dum defendit, reuincit, in promptu est, quod omnes 
qui uobiscum retro ignorabant et uobiscum oderant, 
simul eis contigit scire, desinunt odisse quia desinunt 
ignorare, immo fiunt et ipsi quod oderant et incipiunt 
odisse quod fuerant. 

p. 114 1. ult. oBSESSAM VOCIFERANTVR CIVITATEM cet. c¢. 37 
pp. 250 251. ad nat.11p.981.8 seq. Blunt Right Use 275, 
277,279. Kaye 85 seq. Vales. on Eus. h. e. tv 17. Lucian. 
Antioch. in Rufin. interpr. Eus. h. e. ix 6 (= Routh Relig. saer. 
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Iv’ p. 6 1. 26) pars paene mundi iam maior huic ueritati adstipu- 
latur; urbes integrae, aut si in his aliquid suspectum uidetur, 
contestatur de his etiam agrestis manus, ignara figmenti. us. 
p- e. 11 § 6 p. 3° universality of the call, 3 § 10 p. 8°,§ 15 p. 94 
universality of the preaching, through all lands. 

p. 115 1. 2 DIGNITATEM not only the lowborn and ignorant 
became Christians Blunt Right Use ser. 2 lect. 2 pp. 294—317. 
Renan, |’Antéchrist 3 (Pomponia Graecina). Orig. c. Cels. 111 9 
p- 117 pr. viv pév odv taxa, bre Sia TO TAHOS TOV Tpocep- 
xyouevov TO ROYH Kai TAOVELOL Kai TiVEes TOV év GEL@Omact Kal 
yuvaia ta aBpa Kal evyevh amrodéyovtat Tovs amd Tod oyou, 
ToApHoes Tis Néyerv Sia TO SoEapiov Tpoictacbai Twas THs KATA 
Xpictiavods Sidackarias. U1 12 p. m. obrw toivur, érel cemvov 
te épavn Tois avOpmTrows Xpiotiavicpos, ov wovor, as 6 Kédaos 
olerat, Tois avipaTodwdectépots, GAXA Kal TOAXOIs THY Trap’ 
"“EdAnot diroroyov, avayxaiws bréctncay, od wavtas bia 
oTaces Kal TO Pidoverxoy, aipécers, aAAA Sid TO orovdalery 
cvvievat TA Xpiotiavicpod Kal Tv didodoywv Treiovas. cf. ©. 
44—71. vit 54 f (of the words of Jesus) duvamer redréy Oar 
ela, péxpt Sedpo ériotpépovtas ov THY dmdovoTépwY Twas 
povov, add Kal Todds TOV cuveTwrépov. Rufin. h. e. V 21. 

p. 115 1. 6 AMANT IGNORARE ignorance of Crescens [ustin 
apol. 1 3. Demand for enquiry id: apol. 1 3. 

p. 115 |. 8 IMPRVDENTES DE PRVDENTIBVS IVDICANTES ad 
mart. 1 p. 3 nec tantus ego sum, ut uos alloquar. werwmtamen 
et gladiatores perfectissimos non tantum magistri et praepositi 
sur, sed etiam idiotae et superuacui quique adhortantur de longin- 
quo, ut saepe de ipso populo dictata suggesta profuerint. 

p. 115 L 9 MALVNT NESCIRE cet. ad nat. 11 p. 59]. 15 Wiss, 
Minuc. 27 § 8 (of demons) sic occupant animos et obstruunt 
pectora, ut ante nos incipiant homines odisse quam nosse, ne 
cogmitos aut imitart possint aut damnare non possint. 

p- 115 |. 14 SED NON IDEO, INQVIT, BONVM, QVIA MVLTOS 
CONVERTIT cet, to the end of c.1. cf. ad nat. 11 p. 59 1. 20— 
60 1. 16. 

INQVIT ‘they say.’ c¢, 31 p. 235 1. ult. Tuv. m1 153 n. (pp. 
198, 373). XIV 153 n, Arnob. 13, 34. 1 6. Biinemann on 
Lact. de ira Dei 19 § 7. 
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p. 116 1. 1 ‘DINVMERANT IN SEMETIPSOS MENTIS MALAE 
IMPETVS, VEL FATO VEL ASTRIS IMPVTANT “either they tell up 
against themselves the outbursts of an evil mind, or (if they 
excuse themselves) they make their destiny or their star re- 
sponsible.” 

IMPVTANT de paenit. 6 a. m. p. 654 1. 6 qwis enim seruus, 
postquam libertate mutatus est, furta sua et fugas sibi imputat ? 
ef. on the stars as a scapegoat Iul. Firm. math, I 1 in 
Heraldus. 


p. 116 1. 3 CHRISTIANVS VERO QVID SIMILE? ce, 2 pr. quod- | 


cumque dicimur. ibid. p. 117 1. 4 de nobis nihil tale. ¢. 8 p. 141 
l. antepen. homo es et ipse, quod et Christianus...homo est enim et 
Christianus et quod et tu. 


NEMINEM PVDET, NEMINEM PAENITET, NISI PLANE RETRO | 


NON FVISSE Minuc. 28 § 2 malwm autem adeo non esse, ut 
Christianus reus nec erubesceret nec timeret, et unum solum- 
modo, quod non ante fuerit, paeniteret. 

p. 116 1. 5 si ACCVSATVR, NON DEFENDIT Lact. v 20 § 10 
ideo cum tam nefanda perpetimur, ne uerbo quidem reluctamur, 
sed Deo remittimus ultionem. 

p- 116 1. 6 DAMNATVS GRATIAS AGIT c. 46 p.m. p. 284 1. 4 


Christianus etiam damnatus gratias agit. 50 f. (note) 


p. 302 1. 2 inde est quod ibidem sententiis uestris gratias 
agimus. wt est aemulatio diwinae rei et humanae, cwm dam- 
namur a uobis, a Deo absoluumur. 1 Cor. 412. Tustin apol. 1 
2 f. p. 43° Lucius, defending Ptolemaeus, and confessing himself 
a Christian, is ordered for execution: 6 5€ cal ydpuv eidévat 
@poroyet, tovnpav Seatotav THV TowovTaY amnddraxPat yi- 
vooKkov Kal mpos Tov TraTépa Kal Baciéa THY ovpavav Tropev- 
ecOat, kal ddXos Sé tpitos érredOwv KoracOhvar mpoceTipHOn. 
Aug. serm. 309 4 (reply of Cyprian to the sentence of death) 
Deo gratias! Le Blant les actes des martyrs 237—8. 

c. 2 ef. c. 46 ‘why have we not the same impunity as 
philosophers ?’ 

p. 116 1. 17 CHRISTIANIS SOLIS NIHIL PERMITTITVR LOQVI 
QVOD CAVSAM PVRGET JIulitta, winning her case against one 
who had embezzled the greater part of her estate, was by him 


denounced as a Christian. Refusing to sacrifice, she was con-— 
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demned to the stake (Basil. hom. de diuersis v in mart. Iulittam, 
It 33°—43°). 

p. 116 1. 19 ILLVD SOLVM EXSPECTATVR QVOD ODIO PVBLICO 
NECESSARIVM EST, CONFESSIO NOMINIS, NON EXAMINATIO CRI- 
MINIS cet. Tustin apol. I 4 pr. p. 54°—55” dvowatos pév odv 
mpocwvupia ote ayaloy ote KaKdv KpiveTat dvev TOV broTIT- 
Tovey 7 dvomate mpdkewv' érrel, Ooov rye ex TOD KaTHYyopoU- 
pévov Awv ovowaTtos, xpnoToTaTo bTapyouev. aAN’ érrel ov 
TovTo Sixatov iyyovpeOa, Sia TO dvoma, éav Kakol edeyyoucba, 
aiteiy abies Oat, waduw, ef pndcv Sia Te THY Tpornyoplay Tod 
dvopatos Kal dia THY TONTELaY EipioKdpeOa adiKOdYTES, buéTEpoV 
ayovidcal €or pr adixds KordLovtes Tods pr) EXeyyopuévous TH 
dikn Kodacw oprAnonTe. €F dvoMaTos yap 7) érrawos 7) KONaCLS 
ovK dy evrAGyws yévolTo, iv yun TL evdpeTov % paddov Sv Epywv 
amoveixvucba. Stvntar. Kal yap tovs Katnyopoupévous ed’ 
vuav Twavras tpl édreyyOhvar ov Timwpeite, ef hudv Se 7d 
dvoma as Edeyyov NapBavere, Kaimrep, dcov ye x TOD dvouaTos, 
TOUS KaTHYOpotYTas padAov KorAaLEwW dheiheTe. Xpiotiavoi 
yap elvat katnyopovpeba: to Sé ypnotov puiceicBat ov Sixarov. 
Kal Tadw éay pév Tis TOV KaTHYyopoupévwy EEapvos yévynTat TH 
povn pn elvar djoas, adiete avTov ws pndev edéyyeww EyxovTes 
dpapravovta, éay S€ Tis Oporoynon eivat, dua THY Oporoyiay Ko- 
Aabere* Séov Kal Tov Tov dporoyovvTos Biov evOdvew Kal Tov Tod 
apvoupévor, drrws Sia tdv mpakewy btroies éotw Exactos pai- 
vntat. Athenag. 2 p. 3° cai yap ov mpos Ths vuetépas SiKato- 
ovuvns Tovs wev dAXous, aitiav NaBovras adiknuatarv, wn TPOTEpoVv 
H edeyyOjvar xoralerOar, ép’ nudv 8é peifov icyvew TO dvopa 
Tov ért TH Sikn edéyxav, ovK ef HOiKNoE TL O KPLVOmEVOS TOV 
Sixalovt@y émitntovvtwv, arr eis TO Gvopa ws «eis adiknua 
évuBpitovtmv. ovdév Sé dvopa éf éavtod cal 80 atrod obte 
movnpov ovTEe YpnoTov vouiteTas, Sua Sé Tas UVrroKEimévas adTois 
# tovnpas 7) ayabds mpakes ) praipa 7 ayaba Soxei. 

- p. 116 1. ult. NON STATIM CONFESSO EO NOMEN HOMICIDAE 
VEL SACRILEGI...CONTENTI SITIS AD PRONVNTIANDVM cet. Tatian 
27 pr. p. 164° was ydp ove dromov Tov pév AHoTHY Sia 7d. 
émixaTnyopovpevoy dvoua pn Korafew, mpiv av TarnOés ear 
axpiBeig xatapavOaverv, Huas Sé mpodjppate NoWopias aveke- 
tact mepionxévar; Lact. V 1 § 2 ab hoe <the pagan reader > 
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tumen sv fieri potest humanitatis iwre postulamus, ut non prius — 
damnet quam uniuersa cognouerit. nam st sacrilegis et prodi- 
toribus et ueneficis potestas defendendi sui datur nec praedamnari 
quemquam incognita causa licet, non iniuste petere widemur, ut si 
quis erit ile qui inciderit in haec, si leget, perlegat, si audiet, 
sententiam differat in extremum. 

p. 117 1. 2 pvsBLicri HostTis cf. below in this chapter p. 119 
1. 2 in reos maiestatis et publicos hostes omnis homo miles est. 
c. 35 pr. p. 240 1. ult. propterea igitur publici hostes Christiant, 
quia imperatoribus neque wanos neque mentientes neque temerarios 
honores dicant. 

ELOGIS 24 m, p. 218 1. 3. de cor. 5 f. Oehler. Neumann 
der rom. Staat u. d. allg. Kirche 1 (Leipz. 1890) 33 n. 1. 

p. 117 1. 6 INFANTICIDIA...INCESTA Minuc. 28 § 2 e nos 
enim idem fecimus et eadem uobiscum quondam adhue caect et — 
hebetes sentiebamus, quasi Christiani monstra colerent, infantes 
uorarent, conuiuia incesta miscerent; nec intellegebamus 
fabulas istas semper uentilari et numquam uel inuestigari uel 
probari, nec tanto tempore aliquem exsistere qui proderet, non 
tantum facti weniam, uerum etiam indicn gratiam consecuturum. 
Tustin apol. 126 p. 70” (cf. Otto n. 14 on ¢. 10f. p. 58°), speaking 
of Gnosties (cf. Otto n. 30) ef 88 cal Ta dvodnpa éxeiva pvOo- 
Aoyovmeva Epya mpatrover, Avxyvias pév avaTpoTmy Kal TAS 
avédynv pikers kat avOpwmeiwv capkav Bopdads, od ywo- 
oxowev. cf. c. 29 pr. p. 71° 4) avédnv piéss. Tat, 25 fin, 
p- 1634 wap’ hiv ove got avOpwropayia, 32 p. 167? ra 
8é Ths doedyeias Toppw Kexopicta. Athenag. 3 pr. p. 4° 
tpla émupnulfovow piv éykdypata, aBeornta, Oveoreia 
SeZrva, Oldtrodelous pikecs (cf. Otto n.1). 31 pr. p. 34° 
(Otto n. 1). Theophil. ad Autol. speaks of cannibalism II 3 
p. 1184. 4 p. 119 (Otto n. 4). 5 p, 119°—120% 8 p. 122% 
15 p. 1264; of incest 3 p. 118%. 4p.119% 6p. 120*%, 8p. 
122°. 15 p. 126%; retorting the charges on gods and _ philo- 
sophers. In the persecution at Lugudunum some heathen 
slaves, from fear of torture (Eus. h. e. Vv 1 § 14) catewedoavto 
jpov Ovéctera Seirva kal Oidirodelouvs pi€ers. Byblias, 
who had denied the faith, recovered her constancy on the rack, 
asking (ibid. §§ 25 26) rds av radia payouev oi Towdrot, ols - 
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pnde ardoyav Cowv alua dayeiv ov; A.D. 311, under Maximin 
(Eus. h. e. 1x 5 § 2), the commandant of the garrison at 
Damascus compelled prostitutes to confess that they had once 
been Christians, cuvesde?év te avtois adepitoupyias, év 
avtois Te Tois KupLaKxois TpaTTEW avTOvs TA akoXacTa. Origen 
ce. Cels. vi 27 f. 40 pr. traces these calumnies to the Jews; in 
his day most even of the heathen refused to credit them. cf. 
Lightfoot Ignatius I pp. 52 53. On the chastity of Christians 
ef. Tert.c. 38 f. p. 253 f. 39 p. 262 seq. 

p. 117 1. 10 pxintvs cf. Eus. h. e, 11 33. My Bibliographical 
Clue to Latin Literature pp. 146—7 gives the literature on 
Plin. ep. 96—97 up to 1875. Add Renan les évangiles 469— 
484 and in Journ. des Sav. 1876 p. 725 seq. Keim Rom und 
das Christenthum Berlin 1881 512—8 and ind. s. v. Plinius. 
Boissier Les Chrétiens devant la législation rom. (Rev. d. Deux 
Mondes 13 Apr. 1876), and on the authenticity of Pliny’s letter 
and the earliest persecutions id. in Rev. Archéol. 1876 Febr. 
and June. J. Variot, Les Lettres de Pline le jeune, correspond- _ 
ance avec Trajan relativement aux Chrétiens de Pont et de 
Bithynie (Rev. des Questions Historiques, July 1878, pp. 80— 
153) and id. De Plinio iuniore et imperatore Traiano apud 
Christianos et de Christianis apud Plinium iuniorem et im- 
peratorem Traianum. Par. 1878. 8vo. Arnold Studien zur 
Geschichte der Plinianischen Christenverfolgung. 1877. My 
notes in Classical Review tv (1890) 121—3. Lightfoot Ignatius 
I pp. 50—56; pp. 57—62 comment on Tert. h.l. and Eus, For 
other works of Overbeck, Aubé, Allard, see Holzmann and 
Zopffel, Lex. f. Theologie*, Braunschweig, 1888, s, v. Christen- 
verfolgungen. See esp. K. J. Neumann der rém. Staat u. die 
allg. Kirche bis auf Diocletian 1 (Leipzig 1890) 17—33. 

p- 117 1. penult. opsTINATIONEM c. 50 f. p. 301 1. 11 ila 
ipsa obstinatio, quam exprobratis, magistra est. 

p. 118 1. 5 NEGAT INQVIRENDOS VT INNOCENTES Blunt Right 
Use 348. Hadrian ep. ad Minucium Fundanum A.D. 125 
according to Clinton, or A.D. 126 (Haenel corpus legum, Lips. 
1857, pp. 86 87), the substance of which is given by Oros. VII 
13 § 2 praecepit per epistulam ad Minucium Fundanum pro- 
consule Asiae datum, ut nemini liceret Christianos sine obiectu 
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criminis aut probatione damnare. On the question of authen- 
ticity see Otto on Ivstin apol. 1 69 p. 992 n. 1... Lightfoot 
Ignatius I' 442, 460—4. 522 where he (after Rigault) finds an 
allusion to Hadrian’s rescript to Fundanus in the mandatwm of 
Tertull. ad Scap. 4 (p. 547 1. 1) Pudens etiam missum ad se 
Christianum in elogio concussione evus intellecta dimisit, scisso 
eodem elogio, sine accusatore negans se auditurum hominem ~ 
secundum mandatum. Melito apol. to Marcus Aurelius (Eus. 
h. e. IV 26 § 10) says of Antoninus Pius 6 8€ rarnp cov...rais 
Toreot Tept Tod pndev vewTepifery Tept uav éyparvev (cf. 
Lightfoot 1. c. p. 443). Athenag. 3 p. 4¢ (to Marcus Aurelius 
and Commodus) xal tod pndev tovTtav adiKely tpuels waptupes, 
KENEVOVTES 42) LNVUELY’ TpPds Dudv rowTrov é&éracw Tomoacba 
Biov, Soyparav, Tis mpos Uuds Kal Tov vuérepov oikoy Kal THY 
Bactreiav orovdis Kai Utraxofs. Under Commodus (Kus: h. e. 
v 21 § 3) the accuser of Apollonius had his legs broken by 
sentence of Perennius. : 

p- 119 1. 9 CETERIS NEGANTIBVS TORMENTA ADHIBETIS AD 
CONFITENDVM, SOLIS CHRISTIANIS AD NEGANDVM ad Scap. 4& pr. 
p. 546 1. 4 quid enim amplius tibi mandatur, quam nocentes 
confessos damnare, negantes autem ad tormenta reuoc- 
are? widetis ergo, quomodo ipsi uos contra mandata faciatis, 
ut confessos negare cogatis. adeo confitemini innocentes 
esse nos, quos damnare statim ex confessione non uultis, Cypr. 
ad Demetrian. 13 pr. (p. 360 16) quin potius elege tibi alterwm 
de duobus: Christianwm esse aut est crimen aut non est. si 
crimen est, quid non interficis confitentem? sicrimen 
non est, quid persequeris innocentem? torqueri enim 
debui, si negarem. st poenam tuam metuens id quod prius 
fueram et quod deos tuos non colueram mendacio fallente celarem, 
tunc torquendus fuissem, tunc ad confessionem criminis cum 
ui doloris adigendus, sicut in quaestionibus ceteris 
torquentur rei qui se negant crimine quo accusantur 
teneri, ut facinoris ueritas quae indice uoce non promitur dolore 
corporis exprimatur. nunc vero cum sponte confitear et 
clamem et crebris et repetitis identidem uocibus 
Christianum me esse contester, quid tormenta ad- 
moues confitenti, et deos tuos non in abditis et secretis locis 
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sed palam, sed publice, sed in foro ipso magistratibus et prae- 
sidibus audientibus destruenti? Ambr. de Cain et Abel 11'9 § 27 
in tudictis saecularibus impositi eculeo torquentur negantes, et 
quaedam tangit wudicem miseratio confitentis.....mitigat tudicem 
pudor reorwm, excitat autem pertinacia denegantiwm. 

p. 120 1. 1 SI NON ITA AGITIS CIRCA NOS NOCENTES c. 6 
p. 134 1.7 circa feminas quidem etiam illa maiorwm instituta 
ceciderunt. ibid. p. 135 1. 9 etiam circa ipsos deos uestros quae 
prospecte decreuerant patres uestri. Often in Quintil., the two 
Plinys, Tac., Suet. Burman on Quintil. decl. 1 § 7 quid circa 
te pecunia potest? 48 7 affectus circa liberos. Drager hist. 
Synt. 1 576. 

p. 120 |. 4 VOCIFERATVR HOMO: CHRISTIANVS SVM c. 21 
p- m. p. 204 1. penult. dicimus, et palam dicimus, et uobis tor- 
quentibus lacerati et cruenti uociferamur. Deum colimus per 
Christum. de corona mil. 1 p. 416 1. 2 statim tribunus ‘cur’ 
inquit ‘tam diuersus habitus?’ negauit rlle sibi cum ceteris 
licere. causas expostulatus ‘Christianus sum’ respondit. 
Scorpiace c. 9 the latter half (eg. p. 164 1. 17 Wiss. qui se 
Christianum confitetur, Christi se esse testatur). passio Perpetuae 
6 (p. 70 1. 16 Robinson) Hilarianus <procurator> ‘ Christiana 
es? iquit. et ego respondi ‘Christiana sum. acta mart. 
Scillit. p. 114 1. 11—23 ed. Robinson. LIustin apol. 1 2 p. 42%. 
43°, acta Iustinic. 3 f. 4 (the whole). 5 f. dcavtas 8é cai 
oi Aovrrol waptupes eitrov: ‘arole O Oérets. tyes yap Xptore- 
avot éopev Kal eid@rous ov Ovopev.’ Theophil. ad Autol. 11 
p. 69> ere 82 dys we Xpuotiavoy os Kaxdv Toivowa dopodrta, 
ey@ pev odv dporoye elvat Xptotiavés, cai hope Td Oeodires 
dvopa Todto éArifwy ev’ypnotos elvar TH Oe@. So the Gallic 
martyrs Eus. h. e. v 1 § 19 (Blandina). § 20 (Sanctus) pds 
TavTa Ta eTEepwToOpmeva atrexpivato TH “Pwpaixh dovy ‘Xpic- 
tuavos eiue. § 26 (Byblias) vil 3 § 3 (under Diocletian) 
addros Xptoriavos eivar éxexpayet, TH Tod cwTnpiov Tpoc- 
pypatos oporoyia Napmpuvopwevos. Kus. mart. Pal. 3§3. acta 
Felicis (ad calc. Optati, ed. Du Pin, Par. 1702) p. 147 col. 1 med. 
cut Anulinus proconsul diait ‘quod tibi nomen. est?’ Felix 
episcopus diait ‘Christianus sum. Anulinus proconsul dixit 
‘non te de uocabulo quaesiui professionis, sed percunctatus sum 
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quo nomine nuncuperis. Felix episcopus dimit ‘sicut ti iam 
diat, hoc nunc et iterum dico, qua Christianus sum et epis- 
copus. Cf. acta Saturnini cet. c. 4 seq. (ibid. p. 151 col. 2 f 
seq.) often. acta Kupli (p. 438 Ruinart), Lucifer Calagurr. 
moriendum esse pro Dei filio 2 (p. 287 12 Hartel) cernimus una 
hac uoce religiosa ‘Christianus sum, nolo esse ut tu es, Con- 
stantius, apostata’ omne crimen excludi...et tu inquis ‘negate 
uos Christianos. Victor Vitens. 11 § 50 (=v 14) infantulo 
clamante wt poterat: ‘Christianus sum, Christianus sum, 
per sanctum Stephanum Christianus sum. Rufin. he. yi 12 
p. 415. vit 3 p. 467. 

p. 120 1. 6 VERITATIS EXTORQVENDAE PRAESIDES (cf. Kaye 
p. 48) DE NOBIS SOLIS MENDACIVM ELABORATIS AVDIRE Minuc, 
28 § 3 nos <ie. while yet heathens> tamen cum sacrilegos 
aliquos et incestos, parricidas etiam defendendos et tuendos 
suscipiebamus, hos nec audiendos in totum putabamus, nonnum- 
quam etiam miserantes eorum crudelius saewebamus, ut tor- 
queremus confitentes ad negandum, wdelicet ne perirent, 
exercentes in lis peruersam quaestionem non quae uerum 
erueret, sed quae mendacium cogeret. lIustin cited on 
p- 116 1. 19. 

p. 120 1. 11 NE QVA VIS LATEAT IN OCCVLTO the Evil Spirit 
infr. p. 122 1 5 quaedam ratio aemulae operations. ef. c. 22. 
27 p. 227 1. 2 ille scilicet spiritus daemoniacae et angelicae 
paraturae, qui noster ob diuortiwm aemulus et ob Dei gratiam 
inuidus de mentibus uestris aduersus nos proeliatur occulta 
inspiratione modulatis. c. 32. Iustin apol. 1 5. 

p. 120 1. 11 12 QVAE VOS ADVERSUS FORMAM...IVDICANDI 
CONTRA IPSAS QVOQVE LEGES MINISTRET cf. c. 21 p. 201 1. 4 
elementa ipsa famularet. de carne Christi 12 (II p. 447 1. ult.) 
sine qua notitia sui nulla anima se ministrare potuisset. The 
usual sense of ministro (wiros, wires animumque cet.) may hold 
here: ‘without self-knowledge no soul could have rendered its 
services ;’ and in the text: ‘this mysterious power makes tools 
of you, lends your services.’ 

p. 121 1. 4 DEBITO POENAE NOCENS EXPVYNGENDYS EST, 
NON EXIMENDVS eximere (cf. exemption) is the office of merey, 
expungere of justice (the full satisfaction of all claims). c. 15f. 
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libidinem. c. 20 f. (of time). c¢. 21 p. 200 L. 6 of the first advent 
‘jam expunctus est’ (fulfilled in every predicted detail). . 35 
p. 242 1. 6 (with Oehler’s note) cur enim uota et gaudia 
_ Caesarum casti et sobrii et probi expungimus? cf. c. 44 pr. qui 
sententiis elogia dispungitis (clear off the police sheet by sen- 
tencing the accused to their several punishments). de orat. 
9 pr. (p. 187 1. 1 Wiss.) quot semul expunguntur officia! de 
corona mil. 1 pr. (I p. 416, with Oehler’s. note) liberalitas 
praestantissimorum imperatorum expungebatur im castris. 
de an. 35 pr. (p. 360 1. 9 Wiss.). 55 pr. (p. 387 1. 25) Christo in 
corde terrae triduum mortis legimus expunctum. adv. Marc. 
m 20 f. (11 109 1. ult.) swum populum in tempore expeditionis 
<of the Exodus> aliquo solacio tacitae compensationis ex- 
punxit. m7. 5 (p. 1261. 19) et diwinationt propheticae magis 
familiare est id quod prospiciat, ‘dum prospicit, iam uisum 
atque ita iam expunctum, td est omni modo futurum, demon- 
strare. 11 (p.136 111). 12 (p. 1371.8 up). 17 (p. 145 five 
lines from end of ch.). 20 pr. (p. 149 1.8). 23 pr. (p. 154 1. 11). 
24 a.m. (p. 156 1.15). Iv 16 (p. 198 1. 4) coepit expungi quod 
dictum est per Osee. 20 a.m. (p. 208 1.11) nam cum transfretat, 
psalmus expungitur (cf. c. 40 p. 267 Ll. 10)....cwm undas freti 
discutit, Abacuc adimpletur. 22 p.m. (p. 218 1.17). 29 am. 
(p. 238 1. 8) ut quod supra distuli expunxerim. 34 p.m. (p. 250 
1. 8 up) donec consummatio rerum resurrectionem omnium pleni- 
tudine mercedis expungat. 39 prope f. (p. 266 1. 15) si quae a 
Creatore sunt, merito sustinebunt elementa domini sui ordinem 
expungi, si quae a Deo optimo, nescio an sustineat caelum et 
terra perfici quae aemulus statuit. v 7 f. (p. 295 1. 6 up). 

p- 121 1. 7 CHRISTIANVM HOMINEM OMNIVM SCELERVM 
REVM...EXISTIMAS, ET COGIS NEGARE, VT ABSOLVAS ef ‘and yet’ 
ce. 37 (p. 251 1. ult.) hesternt sumus et uestra omnia impleuimus. 
Tuy. vit. 124 n. xm1 91 n. Holden on Minue. 12 § 2. 24 § 2. 

p. 122 1. 5 NOMEN, QVOD QVAEDAM RATIO AEMVLAE OPERA- 
TIONIS INSEQVITVR, HOC PRIMVM AGENS, VT. HOMINES NOLINT 
SCIRE PRO CERTO QVOD SE NESCIRE PRO CERTO SCIVNT Lustin 
apol. 1 5 pr. (p. 55%) ri 8) todr’ av ein; ef tor, bricy- 
voupévov pndev adixeiv unde Ta dea tadra S0FdLewv, ov Kpicers 
éferdbete, GAN adoyo mabe. Kai pactiy. Saymovev phavrAQwv 
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éEeNauvopevol, axpitws Kodatere ur ppovrifoyTes. Tert. apol. 
ce. 5 (p. 131 1. 9) tales semper nobis insecutores, 21 (p. 204 
l. 5) a Iudaeis insequentibus multa perpessi. c. 50 pr. 
(p. 297) ‘ergo’ inquitis ‘cur querimint quod uos insequamur ?’ 
In Tert. de an. 20 Deus dominus is opposed to diabolus 
aemulus. 

p. 122 1 antepen. IDEO TORQVEMUR CONFITENTES....ET 
ABSOLVIMVR NEGANTES, QVIA NOMINIS PROELIVM EST Orig. c. 
Cels. 11 13 (p. 68) Christians alone punished for opinions, 
Epicureans overthrow providence, Peripatetics deny the efficacy 
of prayer and are unmolested. It may be said that Samaritans 
are persecuted for religion. No, the Sicarii are put to death 
for practising circumcision, a rite allowed to Jews alone. «ai 
ovK éoTw aKkodoat SixacTod TuvOavomévov, ci KaTa THVdE THY 
vouitouevny OcocéBevav 6 Sixdpros ayovitspevos Bvody, peta- 
Ogwevos pév arrorvOnoetas, eupévov Sé THv emt Oavdt@ amax- 
Oncerar. adda yap apKel SevyPeioa %) Tepitoua pos avaiperw 
Tov memovOoros avtyv. Tert. Scorpiace 11 pr. ipsi denique 
praesides cum cohortantur negationi: ‘serua animam tuam’, 
dicunt, et ‘noli animam tuam perdere, 

p. 123 1. 1 Sl HOMICIDA CHRISTIANVS, CVR NON ET INCESTVS 
VEL QVODCVNQVE ALIVD ESSE NOS CREDITIS? 1 Pet. 2 12. 
316. 414. 

p. 123 1. 4 CHRISTIANVS SI NVLLIVS CRIMINIS REVS EST, 
NOMEN VALDE INCESTVM, SI SOLIVS NOMINIS CRIMEN EST 
Athenag. 1 p. 2° div dé (Kal pox) mapaxpovabite ws of moddol 
é& axons) TO dvopa Ti atrexOadverat; ov yap Ta dvomaTa picouUs 
d&ia, GAA TO adixnua Sixns Kal Timwpias. ibid.® éml pove 
dvopate TpooToNeuovvT@Y nuiv Tov TOV. cf, c. 2. Arnob. 
11 1 pr. quid causae est quod tam grawibus insectamini Christum 
bellis, wel quas eius continetis offensas, ut ad eius nominis 
mentionem rabidorum pectorum efferuescatis ardoribus? With 
Tert. c. 2—4 ef. Iustin apol. I 4. 

c. 3 pr. VI BONVM ALICVI TESTIMONIVM FERENTES ADMIS- 
CEANT NOMINIS EXPROBRATIONEM innocence of Christians ¢, 45 
pr. Iustin apol. 1 14 15. Lact. m1 26. ep. ad Diognet. ¢. 5 6. 
Semisch Justin 11 191 seq. Neander I (1)* 428 seq. 

ibid. GAIVS SEIVS...LVCIVM TITIVM luv. Iv 13 n. 
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p. 123 |. 10 NEMO RETRACTAT, NE IDEO BONVS GAIVS..., QVIA 
CHRISTIANVS on ne (=n) see Oehler on c. 2 p. 121 n. x. adu. 
Mare. Vv 16 (11 p. 321 1. 4 up) secwndum uero Marcionem nescio 
ne sit Christus creatoris. Rénsch Itala u. Vulgata 400. gesta 
apud Zenophilum (Routh reliq. sacr. 1v* 325 1. 4 and 7) quaere 
ne plus habeatis.....quaere, ne plus habeat. Aug. de peccato 
originali 17 § 18 quis enim scit, ne forte det illis Deus paeniten- 
tiam? Aug. c. D. I 28 pr. (1 44 14 Dombart) «nterrogate 
jideliter animas uestras, ne forte de isto integritatis....bono uos 
inflatius extulistis, Irenaeus V 30 3 ut ew multis colligamus ne 
forte Titan wocetur. Hermes xxv 124 1. 2 interrogari ne. Greg. 
dial. 11 37 (p. 361% Ben.) aspeait ne. Victor Vitens. 11 § 50 
(=V 14) cogitawit impietas Ariana a parentibus paruulos filios 
separare, ne posset per pietatis affectum etiam uirtutem. pro- 
sternere genitorum. 

p. 124 1. 1 EX IPSO DENOTANT, QVOD LAVDANT quam lasciua! 
quam festiua! quam amasius! meant as praise by the heathen, 
sound in christian ears as a reproach. 

p. 1241.3 FACTI SVNT CHRISTIANI de cult. fem. 11 11 f. (1731) 
grandis blasphemia est, ex qua dicatur: ‘ex quo facta est Chris- 
tiana pauperius incedit.’ P | 

p. 124 1. 3 r1rA NOMEN EMENDATIONI IMPVTATVR ‘thus reform 
is taxed with the name. Those who are no longer giddy, are 
charged with the name of Christian as a crime. 

p. 124 1. 4 NONNVLLI ETIAM DE VTILITATIBVS SVIS CVM ODIO 
ISTO PACISCVNTVR they sacrifice their interests to this hatred, 
make a bargain with this hatred at the cost of their interests. 
c. 50 p. 299 1. penult. omitto eos qui cum gladio proprio uel alio 
genere mortis mitiore de laude pepigerant. 

p. 124 |. 6 VXOREM IAM PVDICAM MARITVS IAM NON 
ZELOTYPVS,...ABDICAVIT ad nat. 1 4 p. 64 1. 24 Wiss. scto maritum 
unum atque alium, anxium retro de uxoris swae moribus, qui ne 
mures quidem in cubiculum inrepentes sine gemitu suspicionis 
sustinebat, comperta causa nowae sedulitatis et inusitatae cap- 
tiuitaiis omnem uxori patientiam obtulisse’, negasse <se> zelo- 
typum, maluisse <se> lupae quam Christianae maritum : psi 


1 Oehler strangely: ‘omnem u. p. 0.] h. e. repudium sceripsisse.’ Rather, 
‘offered to wink at every infidelity.’ 
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suam licuit in peruersum demutare naturam, muliert non 
pernisit in melius reformari. cf. ad uxor. 117. See the story 
of a reformed wife denounced as a Christian by her husband 
(Iustin apol. 11 2 p. 41° seq.). cf. what follows here and ad 
nat. about the son abdicated (the rhetoricians passim. Quintil. 
vi 4 §§ 26 27) and the slave sent on the land. Blunt Right 
Use 376—7. Kaye 130—1. 

p. 124.1. 7 SERVVM IAM FIDELEM DOMINVS OLIM MITIS AB 
OCVLIS RELEGAVIT de idolol. 17 pr. (p. 50 1. 10 Wiss.) ceterwm 
quid facient serui uel liberti fideles, item oficiales sacrifican- 
tibus dominis uel patronis uel praesidibus suis adhaerentes? sed 
si merum quis sacrificanti tradiderit, immo si uerbo quoque 
aliquo sacrificio necessario adivuuerit, minister habebitur idolola- 
triae. cf. Blunt Right Use 378. Slaves sent into the country 
as a punishment Iuv. vil 180 n. Journal of Philology xx 279 
280. Petron. 69 sic me saluwm habeatis, ut ego sic solebam 
ipsumam meam debattuere, ut etiam dominus suspicaretur; et 
ideo me in uilicationem relegauit. 

p. 124 1. ult. NVNC IGITVR, SI NOMINIS ODIVM EST, QVIS 
NOMINVM REATVS? cet. cf. n. on p. 116 1. 19 and ult. Lustin 
apol. 1 7 f. (p. 56°) 69ev aavtwyv Taév Katayyed\Xopévav byiv Tas 
mpakers KpiverOa akvodiper, iva 0 éXeyx Geis Ws adtKos KoNaENTAL, 
aAXA pr) @s Xpictvavos’ éav Sé Tis avéreyxTos haivntat, aTro- 
AUvynTat ws Xpiotiavos ovdéev adixdv. Athenag. 2 (p. 3") 7d Toivuy 
mpos admavtas icov Kal nueis aktodpev, un btt Xpiotiavol 
Neyoucda piceicbar Kal xoravecOar (Ti yap nuiv TO dvoma 
m™pos Kaklav TedEl;) GANA KpiverOat ef’ btw av Kai evOdvy 
Tus, Kat ) abies Oat atrodvopévous THS KaTNYyopias ) KoNalerOat 
TOUS GAtcKomévous Tovnpovs, wn éml TO ovodmaTe (ovdels yap 
Xpwotiavos Tovnpos, €¢ pn UroKxpiverar Tov Noyov), eri bé TH 
abdixnpate. ren. 12486 ne pati quidem propter nomen possunt. 
Tert. de idol. 14 totus circus scelestis suffragiis nullo merito 
nomen lacessit. 

p. 125 1. 1 QVAE ACCVSATIO VOCABVLORVM, NISI SI AVT 
BARBARVM SONAT ALIQVA VOX NOMINIS AVT INFAVSTVYM AVT 
MALEDICVM AVT IMPVDICVM? Quintil. x 1 § 9 n. omnibus fere 
uerbis praeter pauca, quae sunt parum uerecunda, in oratione 
locus est. X11 § 60 esse in werbis quod deceat wut turpe sit 
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nemini dubium est. Liv. XXvull 28 § 4 Atrium Vmbrum semi- 
lizam, nominis etiam abominandi ducem. cf. Lips. on Tac. 
h. tv 53. Lobeck on Soph. Ai. 430. Valckenaer on Eur. Phoen. 
639. Elmsley on Eur. Ba. 508. Stanley on Aesch. Ag. 690. 
Victorius uar. lect. xxxvi 24. Columna on Enn. Androm. p. 
240 ed. ult. Spalding on Quintil. v 10 § 31. Aristot. rhet. 11 
23 § 20 p. 1440 b 18 seq. with Cope’s n. nomen omen. 

p. 125 1.3 CHRISTIANVS VERO, QVANTVM INTERPRETATIO EST, 
DE VNCTIONE DEDVCITVR adu. Mare. Iv 14 f. (11 p. 191 1. 9 up) 
nomen Christianorum, utique a Christo deductum. Theophil. ad 
Autol, 1 12 pr. (p. 77° with Otto n. 1) mwepi S€ Tod Katayerav 
pov, KadodvTa pe Xpiotiavov, ovK oidas d Eyels. TpPOTov pev 
éTe TO YpioTov dv Kal evypnoTov Kal axaTayédacToOY éaTwY. 
ibid. fin. tovyapody rues TovTou elvexey KadovpeOa Xpictiavoi 
OTe yptoueOa EXatov Ocod. Iustin apol. 1 12 p. 60% 116 p. 44° 
dial. 63 p. 287°. 64 pr. p. 287°. 117 p. 345°. Lact. Iv 7 § 6 7. 
Pearson on the Creed (Cambr. 1882) 175 seq. 

p. 125 | 4 PERPERAM CHRESTIANVS PRONVNTIATVR A VOBIS 
the evidence is collected by Pearson on the Creed art. 2 (Cambr. 
1882 pp. 151—2). See Iustin apol. 1 4 p. 54% 55% 46 p. 834 
Theophil. ad Autol.1 1 p. 69°. Clem. Al. str. 1 § 18 p. 438 P. 
Lact. tv 7 § 4 nam Christus non proprium nomen est, sed nuncu- 
patio potestatis et regi: sic enim Iudaei reges suos appellabant. 
§ 5 sed exponenda huius nominis ratio est propter ignorantium 
errorem, qui eum.immutata littera Chrestum solent dicere. see 
Biinemann there. It is very doubtful whether the impulsor 
Chrestus (Suet. Claud. 25) can denote Christ. see Herm. 
Schiller Gesch. d. rém. Kaiserzeit 1 447 n. 6. 

p. 125 1.6 and 8 opitvr Neue Formenlehre 11’ 617. Georges 
Lexikon der lat. Wortformen. Hartel’s ind. to Lucifer Calag. 
coniugatio p. 356 col. 2. Rénsch Itala u. Vulgata 283. 

p- 125 lL. 8 QVID NOVI, SI ALIQVA DISCIPLINA DE MAGISTRO 
COGNOMENTYM SECTATORIBVS SVIS INDVCIT? NONNE PHILOSOPHI 
DE AVCTORIBVS SVIS NVNCVPANTVR PLATONICI, EPICVREI, PY- 
THAGORICI? l[ustin dial. 2 p. 218°—219° 35 p. 253°—254*., 
Clem. Al. str. vit § 108 p. 900 P. Epiphan. haer. xiv 14. 

p- 126 1. 1 coct ETIAM AB APIcIO luv. IV 23 n. pp. 221. 396. 
Tert de pall. 5f. (1 p. 954) taceo Nerones et Apicios et Rufos. 
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Friedlander Sittengeschichte 11 622—629 shews that. artists, 
dancers, athletes cet. assumed the names of famous predecessors. 

ibid. NEC TAMEN QVEMQVAM OFFENDIT PROFESSIO NOMINIS 
CVM INSTITVTIONE TRANSMISSA AB INSTITVTORE on the impunity 
of philosophers see c. 48 49. Tustin apol. I 4 fin. p. 55°. 26 f. 
p. 70° wares of aro TovTwy <gnostics> opye@pevor, os Epnper, 
Xpictiavoi Karodvtat, dv Tpdtrov Kal of ov KoLVwvodYTES TOV 
avtav Soypatav év Tois pirocodols TO émrixadovpevov voua THS 
girocodias Kowdov éyovow. ei Sé Kal ta Svodnua éxeiva 
pvOoroyovpeva Epya TpatTover, Avyvias ev avaTpoTHV Kal TAS 
avédnv pikes kal avOpwreiwv capxaév Bopds, ov ywooKopuer’ 
GAN Ott pr Si@xovTar nde hovevovta bp tuadv, Kav Sia Ta 
doypata, émictdueOa. Orig. c. Cels. 113 p. 68 dca qofov yap 
doyua Tov év avOpa@rros yeyevnuévov KoralovTas Kal adrXot, OTL 
Opav Ta acEeBH 7 TA Yrevdh THY Soypatov KaTnyopovpeva, edoke 
Kal ToDTO ceuvuvery Sia TOD Tporéeyewv SHOev Tepi avTov; K.T.A. 
Philosophy does not in fact lack martyrs and confessors, an 
Anaxagoras, a Socrates, a Musonius, and had much to fear from 
the Roman government and from the mob Luc. Alex. 45 o 8e 
"AréEavdpos ayavaxtnoas érl TO ehéyy@ Kal yr) hépwv Tod dvei- 
Sous TV adjOevay ExéXeve TOUS TrapdvTas ALOois BadXewv avTov 
) Kal avtous évayets ExecOar Kal ’Errixoupeious krAnOnoecOar. 
46 f. See yiv mpd ys édXadvecOau ws doeBi Kal aOeov Kai 
*"Ertxovpetov, Hep jv 1) weyiotn Aovdopia. 47 Alexander burnt 
publicly the «vpiac S0£€ac of Epicurus, and flung the ashes into 
the sea. cf. 25. 43. 44. His proclamation (c. 38) ‘ «i tus aeos 
) Xpiotvavds % Eixovpevos jxew KatdoKotros Tay dopyior, 
devyéto, of Sé miatevovtes TO Oe@ TEereLaOwcav TUX TH ayaOH. 
kal 6 perv nryeito Néywv ‘€Ew Xpictiavovs, To dé wAHOos Array 
émreOéyyeto ‘é&wm ’ Emuxoupeious.’ 

c. 3 f£, IGNOTAM SECTAM, IGNOTVM ET AVCTOREM VOX SOLA 
PRAEDAMNAT, QVIA NOMINANTVR, NON. QVIA REVINCVNTVR ef. 
lustin apol. 1 4. 1 2 p. 42° seq. 

c. 4 pr. p. 126 1. 11 IAM DE CAVSA INNOCENTIAE CONSISTAM 
‘to join issue. exx. in Dirksen manuale under consistere n. 2 
‘judicio congredi, actione experiri, and in Brisson de uerborum 
significationibus. Read below (p. 127 1. 5) with Rigault and 
cod. Fuld. de legibus prius consistam <concurram Oehler>_ 
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uobiscum ut cwm tutoribus legum. fragm. Fuld. c. 19 p. 189 1. 7. 
ce. 46 pr. p. 280 1. 3 constitimus, wt opinor, aduersus omnium 
eriminum intentationem. ibid. p. 284 1. 7. Oehler on de idol. 
13 pr. p. 87 |. ult. Quintil. decl. 252 p. 30 1. 1 ut diceret, qua 
alia lege cum illo consistere potuerim. 5 other exx. in Ritter’s 
ind. 

- p. 126 1. 3 up NON DICO PESSIMI OPTIMOS de idol. 14 f. (p. 47 
l. 6 Wiss.) st quid et carni indulgendum est, habes, non dicam 
twos dies tantum, sed et plures. de fuga in pers. 10 (p. 479 1. 6 up) 
illum, non dico in mari et in terra, werum in utero etiam 
bestiae inuenio. — 

p. 127 |. 1 inRIDENDI 18 p. 185 1. 6 haec et nos risimus 
aliquando. 

p. 127 1. 3 LEGYM OBSTRVITVR AVCTORITAS 37 pr. p. 249 
quotiens enim in Christianos desaeuitis, partim animis propris, 
partim legibus obsequentes? Blunt Right Use p. 341. 

p. 127 1. 7 NON LIcET ESSE vos Minuc. 8 § 3 homines... 
deploratae illicitae ac desperatae factionis grassart in deos 
non ingemescendum est? uit. Alex. Seu. 22 Iudaeis priuilegia 
reseruauit, Christianos esse. passus est. Judaism was tole- 
rated infr. c. 21 pr. p. 195 1. 5 insignissimae religionis, certe 
licitae. Blunt Right Use 345. Sulpic. Seu. chron. 11 29 3 post 
etiam datis legibus religio uetabatur, palamque edictis propositis 
Christianum esse non licebat. 

p. 127 1. 8 INIQVAM EX ARCE DOMINATIONEM Luv. x 307 n. 
Lue. vit 490. Plut. Timol. 22 1. DS. xvi 70. The new ed. 
of Dict. Ant. does not notice the political importance of the ara, 
though arz and esp. dxpomods very frequently denote the 
stronghold of tyranny, or, metaphorically, of- tyrannical passions. 
Tustin xx1 5 2. Flor.11 5. 

p. 128 1. 3 si LEX TVA ERRAVIT Orig. c. Cels. 1 1 p. 5 wap’ 
adpeia Sixalovon of vouor tov €Ovar, oi rept ayadpaTwv Kai 
tis aBéov rodvOedTHTOS, vopot ciot SevOdv Kal ef Te LavOdv 
adoeBéctepov. ovk aroyov odty cuvOnKkas Tapa Ta vevomiopéva 
Toviv, Tas UTép adnOeias. Many passages to the same effect 
in K, J. Neumann, der rém. Staat und die allg. Kirche bis auf 
Diocletian, 1 (Leipz. 1890) 234. 

p. 128 1. 4 NEQVE ENIM DE CAELO RvIT Tuy. XI 27n. Muret. 
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-uar. lect. xm 7. Dorville on Chariton p. 133. Vulpi and 
Wunderlich on Tibull. 1 3 90. Wetstein on Io. 3 13 and Acts 
19 35. esp. Otto die Sprichwérter...der Rémer (Leipz. 1899) 62. 
Add Liv. xxti 29 3 se acies repente, uelut caelo demissa, ad 
aucilium ostendit. Plin. xxvi § 13 f. (of the physician As- 
clepiades) wniuersum prope humanum genus circumegit in se non 
alio modo quam si caelo demissus aduenisset. Ammian. XXII 
2 4 effundebatur aetas omnis et sexus tamquam demissum 
aliquem uisura de caelo. Lact. 1 11 55 (citing Minue. 21 § 7). 
Io. Sarisb. policrat. vit 12 (col. 662° Migne). Heraclides said of 
Empedocles that he fell from the moon (DL. vim § 72). Lexx. 
under dsomer7s. Lydus de ostentis 7. 

p. 128 1. 5 up SQVALENTEM SILVAM LEGYM praescr. haer. 
37 m. pudic. 17 (1 254 3 Wiss.). exhort. cast. 6. 

p. 128 |. 3 up PAPIAS LEGES see Rigault. evidence in Haenel 
corpus legum (Leipzig 1857) pp. 24—29. Lact. 1 16 10 non 
inlepide Seneca in libris moralis philosophiae ‘quid ergo est’ 
inquit ‘quare apud poetas salacissimus Tuppiter desierit liberos 
tollere? utrum sexagenarius factus est et illi lex Papia fibulam 
inposutt 2’ 

ibid. IVLIAE Rein das Privatrecht der Romer (1858) 461— 
468. Tert. de monogam. 16 (1 786 1. 18) aliud est, si et apud 
Christum legibus Iuliis agi credunt, et existimant caelibes et 
orbos ex testamento Der solidum non posse capere. Prud. perist. 
x 201—5 sed, credo, magni limen amplectar Iouis: | qui si citetur 
legibus uestris reus, | laqueis minacis implicatus Iuliae, | lwat 
seueram uinctus et Scantiniam | te cognitore dignus ire in 
carcerem. cf. Rein in Pauly Real-Encyclopidie 1v 979—981. 

p. 128 |. ult. SEVERVS on the persecutions under 8. see 
Blunt church of the first three centuries 298—305. Tert. ad 
Scap. 4 (p. 547 1. 3 up) tpse etiam Seuerus, pater Antonini, 
Christianorum memor fuit. nam et Proculum Christianum,...qua 
eum per oleum aliquando curauerat, requisiuit et in palatio suo 
habuit usque ad mortem eius; quem et clarissimas feminas et 
clarissimos uiros Seuerus, sciens huius sectae esse, non modo 
non laesit, uerum et testimonio exornauit et populo furenti in nos 
palam restitit. Spartian. Seuer. 17 § 1 Ludaeos fiert sub graui - 
poena uetuit. idem etiam de Christianis sant. Clinton Fasti 
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Romani A.D. 202. Haenel corpus legum A.D. 202 and 204. 
Rus. h. e. vi 2 §§ 2 3. Aubé Les Chrétiens dans l’empire romain 
de la fin des Antonins 1881, Gérres in the Jahrbiicher fiir prot. 
Theologie (1878), and Réville, La religion & Rome sous les 
Sévéres (1886) are critical; Wieseler, Die Christenverfolgungen 
der Caesaren bis zum 3. Jahrh. (1878) and Allard Histoire des 
persécutions pendant les deux premiers siécles (1885) and Hist. 
d. p. pendant la premiére moitié du t1° siécle (1886) are con- 
servative. ; 

p. 129 1. 1 IVDICATOS IN PARTES SECARI A CREDITORIBVS 
LEGES ERANT, CONSENSV TAMEN PYBLICO CRVDELITAS POSTEA 
ERASA Est Blunt Right Use 645: “ Matt. 24 51 ‘The lord of 
that servant shall come in a day when he looketh not for him, 
and in an hour that he is not aware of, and shall cut him 
asunder, dvyotounoe: avtov. The term d.yorouncer, as applied 
to the servant who had forfeited his trust, and abused his 
master’s property in his absence, finds an illustration in Ter- 
_ tullian, who speaks of an obsolete Roman law, by which the 
bankrupt debtor was condemned to be cut asunder by his 
creditors.” see leg. x11 tabul. n. 3 (Bruns-Mommsen Fontes 
iuris Romani antiqui, Freib. in Br. 1887, p. 20 n. 6, who quotes 
Gell. xx 1 § 48—52. Quintil. 11 6 § 84 in XII tab. debitoris 
corpus inter creditores diuidi licuwt, and commends Niebuhr for 
interpreting the law literally, not, as John Taylor, of bonorwm 
sectio). 

p. 1291.7 Blunt Right Use p. 341. 

p. 129 1. 9 CVR DE SOLO NOMINE PVNIVNT FACTA, QVAE IN 
ALIS DE ADMISSO, NON DE NOMINE PROBATA DEFENDVNT 
Heraldus, La Cerda, Oehler, take defendunt as = ulciscuntur. 
Havercamp, reading probanda, takes it thus ‘maintain that 
they ought to be established by evidence of their commission, 
not by the name borne by the accused.’ That defendo can = ul- 
ciscor, is certain. See adu. Marc. I 26 (5 exx.). Brisson and 
Dirksen. Rénsch in Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol. xvI 267—270 and 
in das Buch der Jubiliien (Leipz. 1874) 144, Hildebrand gl. 
Par. p. 293 153 DEFENSVS windicatus, ultus. vulg. Iudith 1 12 
quod defenderet = éxduxnoew LXX. Rom. 12 19 defendentes= 
éxdexodvtes. Wopkens on Iustin xxvii 2 4 defensa Deut. 32 
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35 in Tert. adu. Marc. 1 18= éxddenows (wrongly translated 
‘defence’ in Riddle-White and Lewis-Short). cf. corp. gloss. 
mt (Leipz. 1888) 289 1. 28 éxdicnors defensio...ultio cet. tv 479 
1. 69 defensio éxSdcxia. 

Here, however, the opposition puniunt...defendunt pleads for 
the usual sense of the word. Else one verb puniunt would have 
sufficed: ‘in our case they punish on the ground of the bare 
name acts, which in others they punish’ cet. More forcible by 
far is the antithesis; ‘in us they punish on the score of our 
mere name, what in others they uphold, even when proved by 
evidence of the fact, not by the name given to the accused.’ 
He speaks below e.g. of tolerated abortion and lechery (ef. ¢. 9). 

p- 129 1.5 up CVR NON REQVIRVNT ? Tustin apol. 1 3 pr. p. 
54° arn iva pi) ddoyov doviv Kal torpnpav d0En tis TadTa - 
elvat, a€vodmev Ta KaTnyopovpeva avTay éFetabecOar, Kai, éav 
o’Tws éyovta amodetkviavta, KordlecOat ws mpérov éotiv 
ddovtas Kondfew* ef 5é pndev Exot tus EXeyyew, ody UTayopever 
0 adnOis Aoxyos Sia dHunv Tovnpay avattiovs avOpwTrous adiKety, 
paArov S€ éavTovs, of ov Kpicer AANA TWdOeL TA TpaypaTa 
éEdyew a€vodte. Athenag. 2 pr. (p. 3°) «al ei pév tis tas 
ehéyyeww Eyer 7) puuxpov 7 petfov adixodvtas, KorddbecOar ov 
Tapartoupeda, adda Kai HTLs TiKpoTATH Kal avnrENS Timm@pla 
iméxeww a€vodpev. 

p. 129 1. 4 up IN DEOS...ALIQVID COMMITTO c. 22—28. 

p. 129 1. 4 up IN CAESARES c, 29—39. 

c. § pr. p. 130 1. 5 VETVS ERAT DECRETVM, NE QVI DEVS AB 
IMPERATORE CONSECRARETVR NISI A SENATV PROBATYS c. 13 pr. 
p. 164 1. 5 nam, ut supra praestrinzimus, status dei cuiusque 
in senatus aestimatione pendebat. deus non erat quem 
homo consultus noluisset et nolendo damnasset. Marquardt rém. 
Staatsverw. 111” 275 “The consecratio imperatoris is to be under- 
stood like consecratio dei or natalis dei, as the day of the 
establishment of the worship. Cic. n. d. m § 62 hune dico 
Liberum Semela natum, non eum, quem nostri maiores...cwm 
Cerere et Libera consecrauerunt. de leg. 11 § 28.” _ ibid. 466 
“only those emperors were consecrated, for whom their sue- 
cessors procured a special decree of the senate. Oros. VII 4 6, 
Prud. c. Symm. 1 223—5. 245—250. ci Ix 2628 genio deiuei 
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Tulti, quem senatus populusque Romanorum deorum in 
numerum rettulit. Athan. c. gent. 9 f. (1 20° seq. Migne) od 
TOAAG TpoTepor, 7} Taxa Kal péype viv n ‘Pwpalwy cvyKANTOS 
-tTovs memote avtav é& apyns dpEavtas BaciNéas, ) mavtas, % 
ods av avtol Bovrwvrat Kai Kpivoct, Soypatifovary év Oeois 
elvat cal OpnoxeverOar Oeovs ypddgovar: ols pév yap 
amex Pavovtat, TOUTOUS Ws TONELIoUS THY PUTLY duorOYODEL Kal 
avOpwtrovs dvopafovew* ods b€ KataBupious Eyovar, TovTovs bv 
avipayabiav OpnoKxeverOat mpoctattovaw, wotep em’ éEoucias 
éyovtes TO Oeorroveiv, avtol advOpwro. tvyxavovtes Kal elvac 
O@vntot pi) apvovpevot. x.t.X. More in Eckhel D.N. vin 249.” 
Mommsen Staatsr. 11° 732—7. See the exhaustive treatise of 
the Abbé E. Beurlier Le culte impérial, son histoire et son 
organisation depuis Auguste jusqu’A Justinien. Par. 1891. 
8vo. 

p. 130 |. 9 NISI HOMINI DEVS PLACVERIT, DEVS NON ERIT 
Minue. 23 § 13 ecce plumbatur construitur erigitur: nec adhuc 
deus est: ecce ornatur consecratur oratur: tunc postremo deus 
est, cum homo illum uoluit et dedicautt. 

ibid. HOMO IAM DEO PROPITIVS ESSE DEBEBIT c. 29 p. 230 
l. 5 tota templa de nutu Caesaris constant. multi denique dei 
habuerunt Caesarem iratums facit ad causam, si et propitium, 
cum illis aliquid liberalitatis aut priuilegu confert. 

p. 130 1. 10 TIBERIVS...CVIVS TEMPORE NOMEN CHRISTIANVM 
IN SAECVLYM INTROIVIT 7 p. 137 1. 6 census istius disciplinae, 
ut iam edidimus, a Tiberio est. 21 pr. p. 195 1. 2 sectam istam... 
aliquanto nouellam, ut Tiberiani temporis, plerique sciunt. 
40 pr. p. 267 1. 4 ante Tiberium, id est ante Christi aduentum.. 
Pearson Exposition of the Creed art. 11 Cambr. 1882, p. 195 
“Tertullian seems to make it <the Christian name> as ancient 
as the reign of Tiberius...But I conceive indeed he speaks not 
of the name, but of the religion... However the name of Chris- 
tian is not so ancient as Tiberius, nor, as I think, of Gaius. 
Some ancient author in Suidas (in Nafapaios and in Xprotiavol) 
assures us, that it was first named in the reign of Claudius, 
when St Peter had ordained Euodius bishop of Antioch...And 
Iohannes Antiochenus (i.e. Malalas, chronogr. p. 247 Bonn)... 
tells us that Euodius...was the author of the name.” cf. Lipsius, 
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Ueber den Ursprung und den iiltesten Gebrauch des Chris- 
tennamens, Jena 1873. 

ibid, NOMEN CHRISTIANVM Arn.1 19 f. Christianum nomen 
odisse. ibid. ¢. 2 p. 4 3 postquam esse nomen in terris Christianae 
religionis occepit. Aug. c. D. 1 15 multo minus nomen erimi- 
nandum est Christianum. 

p. 130 1. 3 up ADNVNTIATA SIBI EX SYRIA PALAESTINA, QUAE 
ILLIC VERITATEM IPSIVS DIVINITATIS REVELAVERANT, DETVLIT 
AD SENATVM CVYM PRAEROGATIVA SVFFRAGII SVI. SENATVS, QVIA 
NON IPSE PROBAVERAT, RESPVIT, CAESAR IN SENTENTIA MANSIT, 
COMMINATVS PERICVLVM ACCVSATORIBVS CHRISTIANORYM c. 21 
p. 203 I. ult. ea omnia super Christo Pilatus, et ipse 1am pro sua 
conscientia Christianus, Caesart tunc Tiberio nuntiauit. sed et 
Caesares credidissent super Christo, si aut Caesares non essent 
necessarit saeculo, aut si et Christiani potuissent esse Caesares. 
Eus. h. e. 11 2 cites Tertull. and Chrys. hom. 26 in 2 Cor. (x 
624°) repeats the tale. Tillemont (mem. ecel. 1, Par. 1693, 
151—8) collects other patristic witnesses to the legend. Add 
anon. post Dionem (v 232 Dind.) ére TuBéptos avnyyedrev 
éml thy ctyKANTOV, @oTe TOY XpioTtoyv TpLisKaldéKaTov 
Oedv eivac: 7) 6€ ciyKANTOS OVK aTEdéEATO, MOTE Kai TWA 
dorevevopevon eitreiv: OTe TpuskavdéxaTov ovK SéyecOe, Kal TPOTOS 
épxerat. This writer wrote after Sozomen (i.e. after 439 A.D, 
Gorres in Jahrbb. 1875 212--9). The Clementines (hom. I 
6 seq. recogn. I 6 seq.) represent the fame of Christ as having 
reached Rome in autumn, He having come before the world in 
the spring of the same year’. Melito, in a famous passage (Eus. 
h. e. Iv 26 § 7=Otto apol. 1x 412. 434—5) says that ‘our 
philosophy’ took its rise under Augustus, alcov dya@ov for the 
empire. é«tote ydp els péya Kai Naumpdov TO Tov ‘Popalov 
nv&nOn Kpatos, ob} avd Siadoyos evKtaios yéyovas Te Kal éon 
META TOU Traldds, PvAadcowY THs Bacireias THY avvtpodov Kab 
cvvaptapévny Avyovotm dirocodiav, iv Kal oi mpdyovol cou 
mpos Tais drags Opnoxetats érinoav. See Winer Realwérterb. 
Pilatus ad fin. Keim in Schenkel Bibel-Lexikon under Tiberius 
(v 535) and in Rom und das Christenthum (Berlin 1881, pp. 


* Orig. c. Cels, 11 30 speaks of the able to the diffusion of the Gospel over 
pax Romana under Augustus as favor- the world. 


TERTULLIAN’S APOLOGY. 289 


167—171). No Grotius (on Matt. 24 11), no Pearson lect. Iv 
14 15 in acta apost. (minor Theol. works, 1844, 1 352—8) also 
concio 11 ad clerum (ibid. 11 15—28), Fabricius (salutaris lux 
evangelii, Hamburg 1731, pp. 221—2), Mosheim (De rebus 
Christianorum ante Constantinum, Helmst. 1753, pp. 92 93), 
Lardner, Testimonies of ancient Heathen c. 2 § 1 (Works, 1829, 
vi 604—620), but upholders of tradition, as Dr Pusey (n. ad loc.) 
and Canon Churton (on Pearson lc. 11 23—24, where he re- 
bukes Kaye’s scepticism), or uncritical readers, like Lasaulx, 
now support Tertullian. Tanaquil Faber, Basnage, Dupin, 
Gibbon, were wiser in their day ; so too Bishop Kaye (102—5). 
See Lipsius ‘Gospels, apocryphal’ in DCB 11 708—9 (Tert. and 
Iustin apol. 1 35 p. 76°, 48 p. 84° imply the existence of a 
document drawn up in the form of official acta praesidialia). 
Rather they assume that the Roman archives contained an 
official report sent by Pilatus to Tiberius. The extant forgery 
was founded on these notices of the early fathers and not con- 
versely (Lightfoot Ignatius 1' 55). cf. Kaye 103. 110. The 
character of Tiberius disproves the statement in the text (Suet. 
Tib. 69 circa deos ac religiones neglegentior, quippe addictus 
mathematicae plenusque persuasionis cuncta fato agi). Far from 
encouraging foreign rites (ibid. 36), externas caeremonias, Aegyp- 
tios Iudaicosque ritus compescuit. Seneca’s father seized the 
pretence of this persecution to wean the young Pythagorean 
from a bloodless diet (Sen. ep. 108 § 22) in Tiberit Caesaris 
principatum iuuentae tempus inciderat. alienigena tum sacra 
mouebantur, sed inter argumenta superstitionis ponebatur quo- 
rumdam animalium abstinentia. patre itaque meo rogante, qui 
non calumniam timebat, sed philosophiam oderat, ad pristinam 
consuetudinem redii. Suppose that Pilate would have endorsed 
the biblical account of the trial and the Passion; is it not 
certain that he would not have reported facts so injurious to 
his character for justice ? Lardner says (p. 611) “when he wrote 
to Tiberius, he <Pilate> would be very naturally led to say 
something of our Lord’s wonderful resurrection and ascension, 
with which he could not possibly be unacquainted.” We rather 
infer from the Bible (Matt. 28 14) that the governor was kept 
in ignorance of the resurrection. The Gospel of Peter supports 
Journal of Philology. vou. xx1. 19 
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indeed Lardner’s surmise. For writers of legends had no 
feeling for the tragic irony of history. The greatest event 
of human story passed unnoticed by the rulers of earth, ‘not 
with observation’ or pomp. If we would know how provincial 
governors reported executions of Christians to head quarters, 
we need but turn to Plin. ep. x 96 § 3 perseuerantes duct iussi. 

p. 131 1. 2 CONSVLITE COMMENTARIOS VESTROS c. 44 pr. p. 
227 1. 6 vestros enim iam contestamur actus. c.19 p. 191 L 3 
reseranda antiquissimarum etiam gentiwm archiua. Scorpiace 
15 p. 5841.6 witas Caesarwm legimus: orientem fidem Romae 
primus Nero cruentauit. See the evidence in Clinton 
Fasti Romani A.D. 64 and 65. Eus. h. e. 11 25 § 4 quotes our 
text. 

p. 131 1. 3 ILLIC REPERIETIS PRIMVM NERONEM IN HANC 
SECTAM CVM MAXIME ROMAE ORIENTEM CAESARIANO GLADIO 
FEROCISSE on the Neronian persecution see ind. général to 
Renan’s seven volumes, ‘ persécutions’ p. 213. Lightfoot ‘St 
Paul in Rome’ (Philippians, 1—28). ind. ‘ Nero’ to Clem. (both 
volumes) and (on this passage) Ignatius 1 23. Herm. Schiller 
Nero 424—439. comment. Mommsen 41—47 and Gesch. der 
rom. Kaiserzeit 1 359. 445—450. Keim, Aus dem Urchristen- 
thum (1878), Arnold, Die neronische Christenverfolgung (1888). 
Lact. m. p. 2 § 6 (of Nero) primus omnium persecutus 
Dei seruos Petrum cruci adfixit et Paulum interfecit. 

Mommsen, rém. Geschichte v 520 seq., denies that the apo- 
calypse pictures the Neronian persecution. The martyrs in the 
apocalypse suffer, not for burning Rome, but for refusing to 
worship the Caesars. He accordingly dates the prophecy, with 
Trenaeus, under Diocletian. 

p. 131 ibid. cvM MAXIME this expression was perfectly well 
explained by scholars until Hand, Tursellinus 11 599—603, 
following Priscian, took it as a particle of degree, rather than of 
time. As here, with a participle, spect. 10 (1 p. 12 1. 7 Wiss.) 
Nam saepe censores nasceutia cum maxime theatra destrue- 
bant moribus consulentes. Sen. ep. 95 § 14 fut sine dubio, ut 
dicitis, uetus illa sapientia cum maxime nascens (at the very 
moment of its birth) rudis. Tac. ann. Iv 27 coeptantem cum 
maxime seditionem disiecit. cf. Tert. bapt. 1. spect. 1. paen. 6, 
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p. 131 1. 5 TALI DEDICATORE DAMNATIONIS NOSTRAE paenit. 
2 pr. Deus...in semet tpso paenitentiam dedicauit. 

ibid, QVI ENIM SCIT ILLYM scio (savoir) for nowi (connaitre), 
and conversely, in late Latin. Rénsch Itala u. Vulgata 380. 
Sil. vi 168 scire nemus pacemque loci ewxplorare libebat. 
Commodian. apol. 46. 172. 576. Lamprid. Alex. 45 §3 omnes 
ambulabant, ne dispositionem Romanorwm barbari scirent. 
Hier. ep. 130 12 pr. tmitare sponsum tuum, esto auiae matrique 
subiecta. nullum wirorum, et maxime iuuenum, nisi cum illis, 
uideas. nullum scias, quem ilae nesciant. id. uit. Hilarion. 
42 f. plerisque asserentibus scire se quidem Hilarionem et were 
illum esse famulum Dei, sed ubi esset ignorare. Apul. herb. 6 1. 
75. Paulin. uita Ambros. 30 sed cum in conuiuio a regibus 
gentis suae interrogaretur, utrum sciret Ambrosium, et respon- 
disset nosse se uirum. (In Sil. and Lamprid. scire = cognoscere, 
a use found by Madvig in Cic. and Livy.) 

p. 131 1. 7 TEMPTAVERAT ET DOMITIANVS, PORTIO NERONIS 
DE CRVDELITATE cited by Eus. h.e. ur 20§7. Cf. Iuv. rv 38n, 
caluo serwiret Roma Neroni. Eus. h. e. m1 17 woddAHv ye wv 
eis ToAdovs émiderEdpevos 6 AopeTtavos @MOoTNTA,...TENEUTOV 
THs Népwvos Oeoex@pias te cal Ocopayias S:ddoxor 
éauTov cateotHnoaTo. Sevtepos SHta TOV KAO Hav ave- 
Kivet Se@ymov, Kaitep ToD TaTtpos avTod Oveotracavod pndev 
Ka? jpav atotov érwoncavtos. Melito ibid. tv 26 §9 povos 
mavtev avarrerabévtes U1rd Twev Backdver avOporav Tov Kal” 
pas év SiaBorH Katacticar Noyov HOéEXncav Népwv Kat Ao- 
eTLaves, ap ov Kal TO THs cvKoparTias adoy@ cvvnbeia TreEpi 
TOS ToOLOUTOUS punvat cuLBERHKE eddos. On the persecution 
under Domitian see Lightfoot, Clement 1° and 1? indd. ‘ Domi- 
tian. Herm. Schiller, Geschichte der rom. Kaiserzeit 1 576—9. 
Keim, Rom u. d. Christenthum, ind. ‘Domitian.’ Renan, index 
général, ‘Domitien,’ 

p. 131 1. 8 DE CRVDELITATE c. 9 p. 146 1. 3 0 Towem Chris- 
tianum et solum patris filiwm de crudelitate ! 

p. 131 ibid. gvA ET HOMO ec. 30 pr. p. 231 1. 2 sciwnt quis 
illis dederit imperium, sciunt, qua homines, quis et witam. 

p. 131 ibid. FACILE COEPTVM REPRESSIT, RESTITVTIS ETIAM 
QVOS RELEGAVERAT Lightfoot, Clement, 1° 41 n. 3 “ Tert. speaks 
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as if Domitian himself had recalled the exiles. This father 
must, I imagine, have had in his mind the story which Hege- 
sippus tells (Eus. h. e. 111 19), how Domitian was so impressed 
with the poverty and simplicity of the grandsons of Jude that 
he not only set them free, but also ‘by an injunction stopped 
the persecution of the Church.’ But this is inconsistent with 
the representations of all other writers, both heathen and 
Christian, who ascribe the restitution of Domitian’s victims to 
his successor Nerva.” 

p- 131 1.9 TALES SEMPER NOBIS INSECVTORES, INIVSTI IMPII 
TVRPES, QVOS ET IPSI DAMNARE CONSVESTIS, A QVIBVS DAM- 
NATOS RESTITVERE SOLITI ESTIS see Lact. mort. pers. Eus, uit. 
Const. 11 24 §§ 1 2. 26 § 2. 54. orat. Constantini ad sanctorum 
coetum (ad calc. Eus. uit. Const.) c. 24 (of the miserable ends of 
Decius, Valerian and Aurelian). INSECVTORES add to lexx. Tul. 
Val. 11 c. 15 fin. Ennod. p. 3 1. 1 (Lewis-Short omits the refer- 
ence to Prud., given by Riddle-White). 

p. 131 1. ult. M. AvRELI Blunt Church in the first three 
centuries 284—294. Under him Justin, Melito, Athenagoras, 
Theophilus, Tatian, Miltiades, all wrote apologies. Keim, Rom 
u. d. Christenthum, ind. under Markus Aurelius. Lightfoot 
Ignatius 460 seq. ‘The Church and the Empire under Ha- 
drian, Pius and Marcus’ (cf. ind. ‘Marcus Aurelius’). Renan, 
index général ‘ Marc-Auréle’ p. 169. Herm. Schiller Kaiserzeit 
1 682 6. Melito in Eus. h. e. Iv 26 § 5 gives a gloomy picture 
of the Church under Aurelius: Td ydp ovdSerdmrorte yevopmevor, 
viv SuwKetas TO Tav OeoceBay yévos, Katvois éNavvdpuevov Sdy- 
pact Kata tv “Aciay. of ydp avaidsels cvKopavta: Kal Tov 
addrdoTplov épactat, THY ex TOV SvaTaypatov ExovTes apopynv, 
pavepds AnaTevover vUKTwp Kal wel 7yuépav SvapTafovTes TOUS 
pndev adixodvras. See the martyrdoms of the faithful in Lugu- 
dunum (Eus. h.e.v 1). cf. Iustin Apol. m 2. Clinton, Fasti 
Romani A. D. 177 col. 4. Neumann Der rom. Staat u. d. allg. 
Kirche 1 (1890) 28—39. 

p-. 131 |. ult. LITTERAE M. AVRELII GRAVISSIMI IMPERATORIS 
a spurious letter is printed by Otto at the end of Iustin apol. 
11 (1° 246—252), and (with the evidence for the miracle of the 
thundering legion) in Lightfoot (Ignatius f 469—476). Haenel, 
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Corpus legum 120—1 and add. 271. Clinton, Fasti Rom, 
append. pp. 22—26. Otto, Corpus Apolog. 1x (1872) 486—491 
(on a fragment of Apollinaris in Eus. h. e. v5 § 4). Lightfoot 
(pp. 473—4) “The simple. fact that M. Aurelius wrote to the 
Senate is mentioned, as we have seen (LXXI 10 § 5 kcal rq 
yepovaia éréoteinev) by Dion. The emperor could hardly have 
done otherwise. Tertullian hazards the assertion that in this 
letter mention was made of the prayers of the Christians, 
Accordingly he claims M. Aurelius as a protector of the Chris- 
tians. But the very language in which he asserts his claim 
shews that he had no direct and personal knowledge of any such 
letter ; ‘si litterae M. Aurelii...requirantur? Here he assumes 
that if sought among the archives the letter would be found. 
Just in the same way he elsewhere (apol. 21) refers his heathen 
readers to the official reports which Pilate sent to Tiberius after 
the trial of Christ. He did not doubt that both documents 
would be found in the archives. Yet this hazard of Tertullian 
is apparently the sole foundation on which later statements are 
built.” Eus, h.e. Vv 5§5 pdptus 5€ trovtwv yévorr av akio- 
xpews 6 Tepturdavds...§ 6 ypades S ody Kai adtos réyov 
Maépxov Tod cuvetwratov Bacihéws ériatonas eicéts viv hépe- 
o0at «.t.r. Keim Rom u. d. Christenthum, 682—4, 

p. 132 |. 1 ILLAM GERMANICAM SITIM CHRISTIANORVM FORTE 
MILITVM PRECATIONIBVS IMPETRATO IMBRI DISCVSSAM CONTESTA- 
TvR c. 40 f. p. 270 denique cwm ab imbribus aestiua hiberna sus- 
pendunt,...wos quidem...aqualicia Tout immolatis...... : nos uero 
reruns aridi et omni continentia express, ab omni witae fruge 
dilati, im sacco et cinere uolutantes muidia caelum tundimus, 
Deum tangimus, et cum misericordiam extorserimus, Iwppiter 
honoratur. ad Scap. 4 (p. 548 1. penult.) Marcus guoque Aure- 
lius in Germanica expeditione Christianorum militum 
orationibus ad Deum factis imbres i siti illa impetra- 
uit. quando non geniculationibus et ieiunationibus nostris etiam 
siccitates sunt depulsae : tunc et populus acclamans Deo deorwm, 
qui solus potens, in Iouis nomine Deo nostro testimonium reddidit. 
de orat. 29 pr. (p. 199 1. 9 Wiss.) ceterwm quanto amplius operatur 
oratio Christiana! (1.17) nune uero oratio iustitiae omnem tram 
Dei auertit, pro inimicis excubat, pro persequentibus swpplicat. 
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mirum st aquas caelestes extorquere nowit, quae potuit et ignes im- 
petrare? See Clinton, F.R., A.p.174, Kaye x, x1, 99 seq. Blunt, 
First three centuries, 294—6. Mosheim, Comment. rerum 
christianarum ante Const. 247—252. Martigny, Dict. des ant. 
chrét. (1877) p. 418. Keim, Rom u. d. Christenthum, 628— 
634. Kraus, Real-Encycl. d. christ]. Alterthiimer, under Legio 
fulminatrix. Lardner, Credibility pt. 1m ch. 15 (Works, 1829, viz 
176—198). He shews that the King who defended the miracle 
against Moyle, was not (as Mosheim thought) Peter 7 King, lord- 
chancellor. 

p. 132 1. 3 sICVT NON PALAM AB EIVSMODI HOMINIBVS 
POENAM DIMOVIT, ITA ALIO MODO PALAM DISPERSIT, ADIECTA 
ETIAM ACCVSATORIBVS DAMNATIONE, ET QVIDEM TAETRIORE 
Blunt Right Use 346. Eus. h. e. v 5 § 6 rodrov <M. Aurelius> 
dé hyo <Tert.> cal Oadvatoy adreidhoat Tols KaTnyopEiy Hav 
éruyetpodow. To this refers v 21 §3 dd 6 pév Setravos <the 
accuser of Apollonius> trapa catpov tiv Sixny eicehOov, bt wy 
fnv éEov nv Kata BacirLKov bpov Tors Tav ToLwVdE pHvUTas, 
avtixa KatayvuTat Ta oKédM, Llepevviov Sixactod TovavTHY KaT’ 
avtod Whpov arevéyxavtos. cf. K. J. Neumann, der rom. Staat 
u. d. allg. Kirche 1 (1890) 81. Celsus (in Orig. vir 69, p. 213 
Lomm.) implies that under Aurelius inquisitio was made: vuav 
8é Kav TRavaTal Tis ETL NavOaver, adra Enreirar Tpds Oavarov 
Sixnv. Athenag. 1 p. 1% you (Aurelius and Commodus) by 
your prudence secure profound peace to the empire. We 
Christians alone are shut out from your providence, cvyywpetre 
dé pndev adixodrtas...€davverbar kai héper Oar cab dSidxerOar. 

p. 132 TRAIANVS c, 2 p. 117 1. 10 n. Keim Rom u. d, Chris- 
tenthum, 512—541. Lightfoot, Ignatius, indd. to both volumes. 
Blunt Right Use 340—5. 

p. 132 1. 11 HADRIANVS Melito in Eus. h. e. tv 26 § 10 per- 
secutions, instigated (§ 9) by Nero and Domitian, repressed by 
Hadrian and Antoninus. Lightfoot Ignatius 1’ 442 (cf. ind. 
‘Hadrian’) “only one recorded martyrdom under Hadrian is 
absolutely certain...the death of the Roman bishop Telespho- 
rus” (Iren. 113 4). Renan vi 5 6,31 seq. The apologies of 
Quadratus and Aristides (this last newly discovered), of Apelles 
and Aristo appeared in this reign. 
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' p. 132 ibid. OMNIVM CVRIOSITATVM EXPLORATOR Lulian 
Caes. 311° after Trajan enters avjp coBapds ta te adda Kal &1) 
Kal movorky épyatouevos, els Te TOV OUpavdyv apopav ToANAKLS 
kal TokuTpaypmovar ta amédppnta. DCass. LxIx 5 § 1 (ef. 
Suid. “ASpravds) jtu@vt0 wév 87). . avTod Kal TO Tavu axpiBes 
Kal TO wepiepyov Kal TO ToAUTpaypov. 11 §3 Ta Te yap 
axa Teprepyotatos ‘Adpsavds, worep eltrov, éyéveto, Kal 
pavteias payyaveias Te TavTodaTrais éypyro. Spartian. Hadr. 
11 § 4 e erat curiosus non solum domus suae sed etiam ami- 
corum, ita ut per frumentarios occulta omnia exploraret. Re- 
member his restless travels, e.g. to the statue of Memnon, and 
his proficiency in many arts. Renan VI 4, 9 seq., 23, 37 n. 3, 
40. His relation to Christianity id. ind. général p. 4 col. 1. 

p. 132 1. ult. vespAsIANVS Eus. h. e. 1117 f. see in Light- 
foot, Ignatius, f 15 16 the evidence of Hilary and Sulpicius 
Seuerus for persecutions under Vespasian and Titus, 

p. 132 ibid. DEBELLATOR above p..1311. penult. also cited 
from Verg. and Stat. and vulg. (one ex. each). Add Claud. rv 
cons. Hon, 28. Hier in cant. tr. 2 col. 528. 

p- 132 ibid. prvs Keim, Rom u. d. Christenthum, 570—6., 
Lightfoot, Ignatius, I ind. p. 493 “The reign of Antoninus Pius, 
which has been regarded as a period of unbroken peace for the 
Church, is found to be stained with the blood of not a few 
martyrs.” ibid. 629—695 he dates the martyrdom of Polycarp 
A.D. 155. Renan, ind. général 14 col. 1. 

p- 133 1. 1 VERVS no special persecutions are attributed 
to him. 


JOHN E. B. MAYOR. 


BRIT. MUS. PAP. CXXVIII (IL. XXIII, XXIV). 


THE following transcript of the British Museum Papyrus 
CXXVIII, containing portions of the last two books of the Thad, 
owes its origin to a suggestion by Prof. A. Ludwich, of Konigs- 
berg; and it had already been taken in hand when further 
encouragement was given by Dr W. Leaf’s note in no, 41 
of the Journal of Philology. A description of the MSs. was 
given in Classical Texts from Papyri in the British Musewm 
(published by the British Museum, 1891), together with a fac- 
simile of a small portion of it and a collation of its readings 
with Dr Leaf’s text; but, owing to the much mutilated condi- 
tion of the papyrus, a doubt might often remain as to the 
precise extent to which the evidence of the MS. is available. 
As the MS. appears, both from its age and the quality of its 
text, to be considerably the most valuable of the Homer papyri 
that have yet been discovered, it is desirable that its text 
should be published in full. 

A portion of the description of the Ms. given in Classical 
Texts may be repeated here. The roll, when perfect, must 
have been about 20 ft. in length and 9# in. in height, and was 
written in 43 columns, with probably a small portion of a 44th. 
The text is written in one hand throughout, except in one 
place, where it is evident that a column (the first of book xxIv) 
had been torn off, together with the ends of the lines of the 
preceding column. Both the missing column and the final 
letters of its predecessors have been supplied by a different 
scribe, but the work has been done with extreme negligence or 
ignorance, and this part of the text is full of blunders and prac- 
tically valueless. It is apparently to the same hand that we 
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owe the insertions of certain lines in the margins (XxuII. 39, 
626, xxiv. 519, 520, and lines wrongly added after xx11r. 757), 
and most, if not all, of the corrections that are made through- 
out the ms. A few, in a much fainter ink, may be due to a 
third hand. There are also a few scholia, mutilated and hard 
to decipher, which appear to be in yet another hand. Breath- 
ings, accents, punctuation, and marks of elision appear, freely 
but not at all universally, throughout the text; but probably in 
all cases—certainly in all but a very few—they are not in the 
original hand, but are due to the corrector, who uses a blacker 
ink. The corrector has also added the Aristarchean signs in a 
few cases. The 67rd is prefixed to eleven lines, and the 
asterisk to one; but, as Dr Leaf has pointed out, there are 
sixty-four lines which possess the left-hand margin and should 
show Aristarchean signs, of which, however, there is no trace. 

The corrector has shown, by the extreme corruptness of his 
transcript of xxiv. 1—29, that no weight can be attached to 
readings proceeding from his hand, though of course they may 
be well attested otherwise. But the original text is distinctly 
a good one, much superior to those generally: found on papyrus, 
whether of Homer or other authors. It is not necessary, even 
if there were space, to repeat the collation which has been 
given in Classical Texts; and Dr Leaf has enumerated the 
most important of the readings in his note, already referred to. 
Dr Leaf has also collected all the instances of peculiar spelling 
to be found in the MS., and a few cases of remarkable accentua- 
tion. I have not at present the time to make the latter list a 
complete one, but the material is now available in the follow- 
ing transcript for anyone who will undertake to deal with the 
subject of early Greek accentuation. ‘The MS., as is stated in 
the introduction to the collation in Classical Tests, is probably 
as early as the Ist century B.c. There is not sufficient evidence 
to determine the date at which the corrections (including the 
accentuation, etc.) were added; but it may be considerably 
later. 

In the transcript, dots on the level of the lines indicate 
letters wanting in the Ms.; dots raised above the line are punc- 
tuation marks which occur in the Ms.; and dots placed under 
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letters indicate that those letters are only partially preserved 
in the Ms. E 


[Vv] 
WS Ob MEV OTE. roc sccs crass MY oo ees axavot 
erret On VAS TE... ss sseeveee Ps oe : 
OL MEV AP ETKID......6-- 2000s €... TOS" 
pupptoovas . . Susete UC IURS ee are au axiddeus * 
5 add. 0: 6 CIS OTR. 6s ne kn Se aoe . +. ETNUOG * 
MUPMLOOVES To. eee ever er eens NPES ETALpoL 
.. ON TO UT OXE... VOM. esse sees UITrOUS * 
ANA AUTOS LTTOLTL KAL A... ++ see LovTes 
TATPOKAOV K . ALWUEV’ O YAP...-. +e +++ OVT@D * 
10 avtap ere K 0.. 00 TETUP........ 0010 * 
UMMOVS AY 6.0 ws 606 On del vga ebars ade TayTes * 
ws epad’* ot.... Fav aor.......... yirnreus * 
ot O€ TPS... s 0+ MPOV Yi s+ 5-4 Dey av vITroUs 
PUPOMeV ....-- Se oft Oe.......-. +. @PoE 
15 devoy.......++- EVOVT » 0 ee eee eee TOV 
SEND i iv. 5359.58 ue, wsy sid pals Pe Ae 
POT. RES ales Coe Re eee 
CUYD vee veveee 9 (RO wns cre whe aieacc eae WwW Ta. pov 
» ALPE MO. sean WONG ia 5 ws iv iors ia y 3b 0 ysleveaaen b 
| PS Oe PENG aie +. <0": Siete TETTHV 
MTODEH 2 55685 .2¢0 as SwoEW . 1... ee eee cac0a 
OEE ice sce TWApOHe T..sssseseeseees noe. v 
5 se Rae ee HVA TEDEV 6... eves eeveeees 
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BREN sd 5s oral wna Ce ee et re 
‘eee Sei VTE APO.....5.6. Peaks se 
»GNKED fhe + OVTA NVOV . «ese e severe 
. a8 8 sfov...a wnt T0dw.€0......... 
Muplot* auT... TOLL Tahov ~.VO..... davvu 


30 modAou me... es apryor opéxOeov .. gu aidnpo . 
ohafouev ...oddow 8 oies Kat pn. ades a... 
morro. 8 apy.. Sovtes Yes Oarefovtes a...... 
evopevot.... ovTo dia proyos .patoto.. 

. avTnt 8 Ap.. VEKUY KOTUANP. TO... scree eee. 

35 avtap 0 Tov y. avaxT. ToddKea .... Lov. 

-+$ ayape...va dvov ayov Bacid......... 

. movdne ™.. mem . VTES €TAL.. PP aye are 

ot 8 ote bn... olny ayamepvov............. 

[avrixa .. puccow AvyPO..........600-- ] 
col. 2] aps tupe eas TpiToday peyav ev Teor . . 

41 mrevdny Aoveac Gat ato Bpotov AlLAaTOEVT . 
avtTap o npveit.... pews ‘emt 8 opKo...oo... 

oo pa Env os tTe..€ Oewy vratos Kat ap..... 


ov Oewis eats NoeTpa Kapna.os agaove...O.. 


y 

45 mpw T evi Tatpokdoy Oeyevac Tupt onpa....... 
KéipacOd. Te Kownv' eres ov pw éte Sevtepo.... 
uEer ayos Kpadinv odpa Cwiic . peTero * 


T pT 
@..TOL vuy pev atuyepne TreOwpeOa Sa.... 


34 Accent perhaps by first hand. which, however, appear not to be ac- 
35 Thesuperfluousoisperhapsmeant cents. 
to be cancelled. 46 Accents on xeipaca: perhaps first 


89 Thislineisaddedbythecorrector. hand, but probably not. 
There are several ink marks above it, 47 Accent perhaps first hand. 
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n...v 8 otpuvov avaf avdpwv ayapeur .. 
50 v.... a€emevar mapa te oxXew ws emrveke . 
v....v exovta veerOat vio Copov yepoev .. 
Baten Se TOUTOV ev ETTLPACYHL AKaPA...... 
stow a Stiete m7 opOarpwv’ aoe 8 emt epya Tpa...... 
pew Sa ot 8 apa Tov para pev Krvov 5 
SARIN S vo. 8 apa Soprov epoTuccav 


ore ae ovde TL Oupos edevero Sarto 


carne €l TooLos Kat ednTvos e£& Ep 


Pen ALN YP ecovtes eBav KALoUNnvoe 


PRS ee emt Ovi TrorAvdroiaBoo O 


eee eee 


Gitar. 4555 apu oTevaywv TodETLW META pb 


a 
err. por oft Kuypat am niovos KAvE 


Wiss v vmvos ewapmTe du. . mEded 
JOE S. s aphuyviers para yap Kape p.......4-s 
a's eeves QLoowy TpoT. thLov HNvEem“oes... 

ae 3 Tm Wuxn Tatpokdyos Sevdovo 
1... @uT@e peyeOos TE Kal OMpaTIZ......... 
K..povny’ Kat TOL TEpL YpoL epaTa.... 
-.9 8 ap umep Kepadrns Kat pov mpos wvO....... 


e. devs auTap emero AEXaTMEVOS ETE 


70 0. pev pev Swovtos axndeis* adda O....... 
O.mTe we oTTe TayioTa TuAas aidao me.... 
T..€ pe elpyovow uyxas eLdwha KapovToY 

0..€ pe T@ ployerOar vTrEep TrOTAapoLO Ew... 


.. avtws adddnuar av evpdTrdrEs atdos dw 


61 The a above the last o of movos is very faint. 
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75 . av wor Sos THv yerp odopupomat * ov yap eT a.. 


. étopat e& aidao erny pe Tupos Edayn.. 
.. Mev. ap Swor ye pitwy arravevOev et..... 
Begs efouevot Bovdevooper’ GA: Efe sseeee 
Te ee besten nee AXE YELVOMEVOY ... 

* * * * * * 


Coll. 3—10 are wanting. 
er a a 


col. 11] .... Aoyos § wmmouclv EexEeKdETO TraTpOS €0L0" 


. és TOV Kab opt TLTQLVETOV OTTL TAXLOTA 


. TOL pev KEeLvorot... Wewev ov TL KENEVM 
405 .. devdew wmoics 8... povos * ovo abnvyn 
. uv wpebe Tayos K...7 avT@t Kudos €Onxer * 


.. mous § atpeidao... avete* unde Nurnobe 
+s PTadtwos pn Thw.. EXeyXELNY KaTaYEUNL 


.. 9 Omrvus covea’.... evmrecOe hepioror’ 


410 . de yap eEepe..a.. nv TeTENMTpEVOY EoTaL * 
.. chow Kouidn Tapa veotops Troimevt Nawy 
. TOET AL avtixa § vppe Kataxrever ofer yarkor 
..« atroknoncavte pepwpucOa yeipov acOrov: 
. + efouaptertov Kal omevd. Tov. TTL TaXLOT . 


415 ...7a & eywv autos teyvncopar nde vonow 


++. @mTwL ev odwt Tapadupevat’ 0....€ AN... 


....@0° ov Se avaxtos vroddeicay .......... 

- a. ov emidpapeTnv ouyov XpoOV......+++++- 

.. &. 0s od0v Koidns iSev avTiNoyo........4- 
420 .. XMOS Env yains ne yelme.. ov Gre..... 
+ Eéppnfev od010" Babuve Se xwp........ 


301 
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..t p &ixev~pmevedaos apatpoyias a....... 


weeeae KOS Se wapatpewas Eye MOV.......... 


...«.0d0u' oduyov Se mapakdeivas....... 


425. 6 a. .rss s 8 eddeuce Kat avTinoywl €.... VEL’ 


Ae ay .x appadews wmmafeat* ar......... US" 


1 +++. @T0S yap od0s Taya 8 evpuTepnr Tapehacoat 


... augpotepous Syrjoear apwate Kupoas 


see. T' avTiroxos 8 ETL Kat TOV paddov eXaUVE 


430 .....@t emiotrépywv ws ove alovti eoiKas 


/ 
eae Sucxov dupa Katwpadiowo meXovTat 


weeeees LOS adnkey avnp Teipwmevos NBN" 


weve ELOpapeTny® at 8 npencay oTiccw 


et 


. +... Oem" autos yap exov peOenkey ehavvwv 


435 ..mws cuvvevpoevay odor évt po... €S bot 


+. 0US T avoTpepetav EUTTAEKE..... a 8 avto 


.. ovinutt TeaoLey eTrEeuyopme........ URNS 


4 . . 
.+. Kal vikeiwv tmpocedn E........+.+ 40S 
..+.A0x Ov TIS celo BpoTwy....... © secre ae 
440 .... mes ov o érupdv ye hape........-- . yavoe’ 


col. 12] adX ov pay ovd ds aT..6....010n acOXov" 


@S ElT@Y LTTOLTW ... KETO Pwvnoev TE’ 


bn poe epuxecOov pnd EotaTov ayvupevrw Knp* 


POnocovtar TovTovst Trodes Kal ..... KAMOVTE 


424 rapax\ewas: the e is struck out 
by the corrector. 

434 The words from exwv to the end 
of the verse are written with a thicker 
pen and in less black ink. The cor- 
rection of w to e is in the same hand, 


438 mpocepn: an « is added above 
the line at the end of the word, in a 
different hand. 

441 &s: the breathing is not in the 
same ink as the accent, and apparently . 
not the same as the text. 
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445 9 vv’ audw yap arepwBovtar v... nTOS* 


ws efal ot Se avaxtos vrodde .... Tes owoxAnv 


MadXov emidpapetny’ taxa Se a. vow ayxe yevovto 


apyevot § ev aywvi Kabnpevor . tropowvTo 


< 
wmmous' ot S€ TeTOVTO KOVELOVTES TrEdLOLO’ 


450 


mpwtos § wWowevevs Kpntwv ayos eppacal imrrous 


€ 


NOTO Yap EKTOS AY@VOS VTEPTATOS HV TEPLO@T NHL 


toto 8 avevOeyv vovTos omoKANTNnpos akovwy 


eyvw’ dpaccato § urrov apimperréa trpovyorta’ 


os To pev adrdo Tocoy ddw.E£ nv ev Se peTo... 


455 NevKovy onm eTeTUKTO TrEpiTpOYOV NUT..... 


ot 8 opOos Kat pvOov ev apyeio. cw ee... 


w piror a.....v nyntopes nde pedorT .. 
seseeeeees 0US auyalouar ne Kat ver. 
+++. pot Soe. vow TrapoiTepor Eupevar .. . ov" 
460 ....¢ 8 nvioyos wddddeTau au Se mou avtou 
.... Bev ev tmediae de Kéiaé te deptepar noav’ 


+++ Yap Tas Tpwra idov epi tepua Badovaas’ 


...8 ov m7 Svvapat wWeewy . avtn’ Se por ooce 


Tew. Kov av Tediov TavTdL....V EvcopowvTt’ 
465 ne Tov nvioyov duyov jvia........ oOne 

~ z / ’ 

év oyeOcew Tept Tépwa Kal O......... ene .. 


evOa pu extreccewy olW TUV........44. 


449 xoveovres: the first e is struck 
out by the corrector, who has also 
added the mark of quantity over the «. 

451 The correction is in the second 
hand. 

455 meperpoxov: the first four letters 
have been re-written in a rough hand 


and with very black ink. 

461 re: the mark over the 7 re- 
sembles an accent, but is perhaps 
meant, as Dr Leaf suggests, for a y. 

465 [edvvaloOm: the last letter ap- 
pears to be by a different hand, 
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at 8 e€npwnaav’ emer pevos........... 
adda iderOe Kav Vupes avar..........eeeee 
470 ev Stayewwonw Soxecs Se w......... NG 
atT@AOS ryevenv’ peTa O. PYE...... eee ees 
TUOEOS aietaiae OS Sess ee 
anc 5 AloXpMOs VEY... 0-6. e cree erence 
“Bonevev" Te WAPO 20 Fe eae a 
AT5 ummot AEPOUTOOES «6... ee ee ee eee 


OUTE VEWTATOS ETT.... 

ovTe Tot o€uTaToV..... 

ard a... pvOous KaBp 

Aes os opny’ eMeval... 

col. 18] vrmou § abrat eace Tap........ 
481 evpndou* ev § avtos €. 


Tov d€ YOAwWaapmEvOS... 


eo 2' © © 6 ef & eo 066 €) es 2 


© @ cele .e @) eS) a) are ears eee 


+++. @pOS TEP 


... vAnpa BeBnkev’ 


..v ayos avtiov nvoa* 


atav véixer aptote.... pp. des’ dAXa TE TavTa 


Seveat apyerwy o..... 


voos €oTl amrnvns® 


485 dSéupo vuv n tpimrod.s mépiddpeOov ne AeBnTos” 


+. Yoropa § atpéidnv a. apenvova Oéopev apo — 


ommotepar mpocO ur..t tva yvons atroTewav" 


@S EhaT’ WPVUTO A. TLK 0.. HOS Taxus alas 


 X@opEVvoS KareTTO. ow aperpacbar eTreeot’ 


490 kav vu K eT mpotepms ET Epis yeveT apporteporow 


470 dtayewwokw: the ¢ is struck out 
by the corrector. 

472 wrmorapov: corrected by second 
hand. 

479 The point after \aBparyopny is 
perhaps by the first hand, and a con- 
siderable space is left between the final 


vy and the e which begins the next 
word. 

487 yvo[c]ns: the second « is added 
above the line by the corrector, 

490 mporepw: the « is cancelled by 
the corrector. : 


Eo << 
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€l “Nn ayidrdeuS avTos. avicTato Ka gato puGor’ 
— ov 


MnKeTe vuv xareTritow aperBecOar eTreecou 
quay wopwevev Te KaKOLS” eETTEL OVdE EOLKE 
r/ 


kat 8 add@e veweratov & Tis ToLtavTa ye pet’ 


495 arr vues ev aydvi KaOnuevor evcopaacbe 


um17r0..... € TAY aUTOL ETrELYOpEVOL TrEpL VL... ¢ 
, - ; 
ae covtat ToTe b€ yuwoes Oat exaoT.. 
/ . 
ae evoy or SévTepot ov TO TrapoiGev 


ws ha... vdedns Se wara oxedov nrOe Sum... 


500 pac .. 5 avey eXavve KaTwpadoy ot Se ov UT... 


uipoo a. wipecOnv pipha.. nocovte KerevOov 


& ater 5. vioyov Kovins pab...... s eBadXov’ 
appara Se Xpvowt TeT........ KACOLTEPWL TE 
‘wrmous @xuTroSeoot........ ov ovoe TL TOAN.. 

505 yw ..emicowTpwv a........ n Kat... woOev 
ev NET THL KOVLNL TM... . EVdOVTE TeTETOn . 
oT O€ pecme eV a...... Aus 8 avexnkiey LOpas 


immav ex Te Nopwy Ka. aro oTépvoio yauate’ 

autos 8 ex duppoo xauar Pope raupavowrros’ 
510 Krewe 5 apa factéuya tote Cuyov' ovde paTnoev 

tPOiuos oOevedos* adr ecovpevos AaB acOrov 


Saxe § aye eta... ow vrepOuporor yuvatka 

Kat TpiT0d........ epew* o Se Avev bh cmrmovs" 

Ta. 6 ap ew avTino.... mMAnLoS NNaGEV LITTOUS 
515 kepdeow ov te Tay... . TapapOdpevos pevedaoy ° 


510 xAewe: the first eis dotted bya of wacrevya is also apparently dotted, 
corrector (it is not a circumflex, as though there it is possible that a 
Dr Leaf gives it), The superfluous e circumflex is intended. 
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aXXa Kal MS mEeveNaos €...... EY WKEAS LTTTTOUS* 
ocoov S€ Tpoxou immos adioTaTat os pa T avaKTa 


t 
eXKnow Tedvolo TLTALVoMEVOS GUY oXErdLY" 


Col. 14) 2. VU MEV i cee sssecence TowWTpOV TpLYES aKpaL 
| BO oe RT ME CEN er NS €l OVOE TL TO... 
EU ir ote sae TAGS ww ibaa: ore OLD Oeovros 
Sse euerehesehes pee a... OVvOS avTLNoxoLO 


ta Kat es Sioxdupa réXeLTT . 


CEE ee Pe ee ev .. EXAETO yap pEVOS NU 
B26) Ss saan aes pvoven . KadALTpOXos aLOns 
C2 DMhais xis oan yevet . Spopos auotep..... 
Pec wor bee cee co ovd audnpictov One . 
Ce 2 eee Oep .. wy evs Lopwevnos 
S abeteily sat outer s evedaou Soupos epwny’ 
530 Bap... Tov..... p Tau eva .. AALTPLYES LITO” 


Ke. Tos &.... TOs eXavvéuev apm ev ayove’ 


WN enna ae jmavuoTatos .. vev addov 
BUM 6 eit pteserer ane vvoV mp. . co0ey “wmrious 
Tek See elpe TrodapKN .. Los aytdreEus 
BBB 6. do Oe Meee eer ee eee TEpOeVT ayop.... 
ata OS AVP ...+.+++ +++. Gb MM.. Kas LMTOUS 
ON: OR MESO Aa esa hee ore @S eT... KES" 
Hixg Gs eh ere een ee €0$ ULOS* 
Geis nee ae a hog: Wyle eae Ge eats 
BAO HAL VU. eee cece eee eee eee ee eee eee 
G6 RG hs» Ar ee Ore tt Topos vLOS 
PINE 5 Yoon asim Monee a eS T avacTas* 


530 rwt: or perhaps Tox. 
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WM ANIN 26.1 ND. cee escccaces au Ke TeheTO... 
TOUT ..... oa ot ee ee ee Oat acOrov 
545 ta hp..ewv Ott 1 B.......... a Kat TaXé UT 
aUTOS ..€...05 E@V..NOD..... Oavarowrw 
/ 
EUXET . aL TO KEV OV TL TaVUC..... mrOe Simkar 


et d€ @..... KTELpELS KaL TOL.....eTAETO Oup.. 


€oTt...€.K..omt xpvoos w.... éote Se yadKos 
nce 


550 > kat w.:... dot Se o1 Suwm'ar..... VUXES LIrTTOL 
ot oe ees avehwv 60....... u pecvov acOr.. 
ee K'. vUv' Wao awW...... axyatou’ 
thv 5 €..0v dSwow' Tep....... metpnOntw 
avipov....0.diw e....... eb eee ayewO .. 
555 ws hato* pevdnoev Se TO..... 2. ee eee eee 


NALPWV AVTONOYML OTL On... cere ences 


MRT IANE CEMGITIOUE 6 oo. sin 04 Sj 446-0 bas Ode e ee 


col. 15] avte 


Rc og My 2 ve a eae aera: b,074.0 eu 
566 rotor 8 «GETTER Se eae re 


MOOOWT esc i Soe due ens tween eases 


GPYO ae Wikia is hoe e es awe evens 


OPT ENG, fA fo and arch ete eS ele Reka 
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SSO ARNOP 6 ocd ds os eee as » eu yap aay ek 
BOTEAR 5 5 a's sie cite Pe od Tpepes  Oew....... 
ae OO, MER ee KQL APMATOS’ AUTH. ...++00 
Xepow exe padivyv n...p To Tpogbev €...... 
imT@v arpapevos yainoxyoy evvoouyatov 
585 ouvude pn pev exwv To euov Sorat aph....... : 
. ov 8 aUT AVTINOYOS TWETVUMEVOS AVT....... 
: xeo vuv' woNXNOV yap EyWYE VEWTEPOS.... 
Avie ehcsins pevedae’ ov Se TpoTEepos KaL ape... 
ponsarkceG aie eou avdpos virepBacvas TeheBou oes 
8905 eH ere Epos ev yap Te voos’ AemTn Se T...... 
. Ob ETUTANT Kpacin* ummov Se Tot avTo. 
.@ THY apounv’ ev Kat VU Kev o1KoOev a... 
. Sov amartnceras’ apdp Ké Tov avTiKa Sovy .. 
.. olunv n oot ye Suotpedes nuata Tavta 
595 ... upou meceew Kat Sato .v evvat adsTpos 


a ree b umTrov ayov MeyQOUL . ... 0 svsee tae 


571 moxvr[as]: the « is added by the second hand. 
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BP ee ot Tie peveNaov' T.......... 
col. 16] idvOn. ws €l TE TEpl OTAY .. Tow EeEpon 

} Aniov adSnoKovtos oT . hptacwaw apovpar’ 

600 ws apa Tor pevedae peta. pect Ovpos vavOn’ 
reas py povncas evea TT .. o€vTa mpoonuda” 
avTihoxe* vuy pev Kev eywv vTroeiEouat avTos 
Y@dpevos’ ere. dv TL Tapnopos ovd aeoidpwv 

2%< noOa tapos’ viv dute voov viKknoe vedun’ 

605 devrepov dut adéacBar apeipovas nmepotevers 
ov yap Kév pe Tay dddos avyp maperreioen ayaov’ 
adda ov yap Sn TOA errabes Kal TOAA Emoynoas 
gos Te watTnp ayabos Ka adehpeos elvex eyero™ — 
TOL TOL ALoTOmEVaL eTUTELTOMaL NOE Kat LTTOV 

610 dec euny ep cdvoay iva yvmwor Kat olde 
ws em“os ov Tote Oupos uTeppiaros Kat annvns’ 
N pa Kat avtiroxo.o vonuovi’ SwKev eTaipat 
wmmov ayew* 0 6 €...Ta rAeBnO eXe TaudpavowrTa’ 
Hnptovns 8 av... pe dum xpvaoo TadXavTa 

615 tétparos ws cha... v* weumrov 8 vTedeuTreT aeOdov 
appiberos hiarn’ tTHv veotopt SwKev ayir. ev. 
apyevov ww ayova p.pwv Kal cere Tapac.a. 
Th viv Kat col TOVTO YyEepoyv KELLNLOV EoT@ 
TATpOKNOLO Tapov myHw Empeval ov yap eT... TOV 

620 . own ev apyewoor’ 5... wus de Tor T0d acOdov 


598 Above the top of the column is but the corrector has written a v over 
written, in a semi-cursive hand, ap- thes. 


parently that of the corrector, 1. 626, 609 rar: the « is cancelled by the 
which is omitted in its proper place: corrector. 
OPP TQUTO YS cv ccsecde cecsavvtete vdedese 620 There is a dot before this line, 
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aUTWS’ OV yap TU..... XNTEAL OVOE... 1.600 
ovde T akovTioT.... Suaeas ov.... bec... 
Gevoear’ non yap yYa....v KaTa Yynpas . TrevyEL 


ws evrav ev yep... We o 8 edeEaT.... pov 


625 Kav piv pov....... @ TTEpoevT . T.. TNVOa 
627 BG: Bien. dhod coats piros Todes.... Te KEUp.. 
ot wees below alee s eT oovT..... Ppat 
EE ee er eT eune 
GOO! ye nica lai fetegy son talorn ps eee Vv eTELol 
wie Bie Tinga ke eas A MONS SOR arb ee ee s acOra 
6 cutee) Hie ete daatet ala a aes (igo ee eTreL@V 
O83 630e.<:. 8a se a ee pov 
Lines 634—637 are wanting. 
COLT] BOBS 1:5 ce aia ote ee av aKToOpLMVve 
5 Fan, Goat ayn A esaae ey ae €S ayacoapevos TEpt V.... 
640 os aus ee Oe Tap avtod. devreT acd .. 
OO Pee ran ev €uTredov nvueyever' 
Sieresincle Covel <i tais eta apa pdoruya KENEVEV 
tis. SrA a a UTE VEMTEPOL AVTLOMVTMV 
eg sie apes Se ypn yypar AVYp.. 
ea Se wee Tote 6 aUTe pmeTETpeETrOV NpwEToLv 
ee ov eTatpov acOrovow KTeperte 
TOV ..... @ mpoppov Sexouar’ xaip......-. Top 


@>s pev act peuynoat evnéos’ ovde ce ANOw 


Tums Ns TE mw eouKe TeTLWNTOaL eT aYaLOLS” 


been added in a different hand, above __ the corrector at the head of the column; 


the line, see note on 1, 598. 
626 is omitted, but was added by 
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650 cou.€ Geo. ravd ave yx . py pevoerkea Sorev" 
@S gato: TreLons Se moAvy Kal operrov aXalov 
Wty ...... TavT avo. emexdve yr ‘ dao. 
auTap... yuayxins areewhs OfKxev acOra* 
nov ... adaepyov dywv KaTedyno ev ayovi 
655 ekeré aduntnv Tt adyiotn Saudoacbar' 
trot 5 apa vinnPevts TL0. 4 SeTras apdhixuTreddov’ 
* o1n 8 opOos xat pvOor e. avOparrovow eevTrev” 
atpeidy .. Kat addou evavypedes axacoc: 
avdpe Su.. eps Tavde KeAevomev bi Tep ap.... 
660 wvE par a... xowev. TwemAnyeyev’ wi de K a...... 
Swine Kaw .... nv yvowor Se Tavtes . yavot 
nulovov Ta... pyov aywv Kode pepecba 
autap 0 vik.. eis Sema. O17... . 6 apixuTeddov 
@S EPAT’ W...TO......---. nu....€eyas TE 
GG5 ews my ...........5. Sige eects Los 
Pes 5.6 eos ike Speen ke eens © 


PEERED Ee EAN... 


UE i OTE ee 


657 avdpwroww: the letters v9 and There is a mark above the « which 
wr are struck out by the same hand appears to be a dot, to cancel it, and it 
that wrote the letters above the line. appears also to have been struck out 

659 ww: the first letter is not en- in faint ink. 
tirely preserved, but is certainly w. 
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Souo..... Cope s Rats te sca ee is 
OTD sR Fae ak Mt rea pes ‘ +28 Sa ee 
a MUM oa tae se) so sv enna eps se 


col. 18] eupvaros Se 04 o10s avictato woes... 
MNKLOTEWS UVLOS TaXaLovidao avaKToOS 
os tote OnBas nAOe SedouTroTos ovdirrodao 
680 - es tapov’ evO. de Tavtas evixa Kady... vas’ 

Tov pev TVO... 7S SoupiKAuTos aud . Toverto 
Gapovvev erreciv' wana § avtwe BovdeTO viKnv’ 
fwpa Se oc mTpwtov TapaxaBBarev avtap émevta 
dwxev ysdvTa . evtun . ovs Boos aypavdouo’ ! 

685 tw de Gwoapev . ByTny es peccov ayova’ 
avT .. avacxow .vw xEpor oTiBapyiow apy auda 
ouv.. mero. cv..€ oft Ba. cia.. expes epuyOev" 
dewvos de ypopados yevuwr yever’ eppee 5 wdpas 
mavtToOev ex pehewv emt 8 wpvuTo duos eTrevos” 

690 . ope de martnvavta Tapiiov ovd ap ete dyv 
1... HKel* avTdv yap vanpiTEe hadia yuia* 
ws § 80 uo dpeixos Bopéw avarrddreTat wyOus 
Oeive ev doixioevte wédav Té € KUM exadurpev 
ws TAnyels aveTadT® avTap peyabupos eTrevos 

695 yeupt AaBav wphace gidos 8 aphéotay erarpor 
ot wiv ayov Su aywvos edeAKomevotoe Troderot 
...@ Taxv mrvovta’ Kapn BaddovO erepwce 
minietecan RE a povéovta meta ohiow eicav ayo.. es" 
Leeeeee ss OMEVOL KOmtoav SeTras audixuTEn... 


692 @peixos: the e is struck out by 695 xepc: so first hand, but altered 
the corrector. to xepor by the corrector, F 
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igs eae ae aup adda Kata Tpita OjKev acOra 
Sea ot Sak os Savaoict Tadaimoovrns arey..... 
Pe Revels ects noavTt meyav TpiTrod evTup...... 


/ / a ‘ 
sine (eh ga a'e exdBoov evi ohiot Tiov ayxavot 


av... de vinnOevts yvvaix es pwéooov eOnKev 
~ / / 
te o...8 emictato epya: tiov Se € TeccapaBovo. 


706 oTn.. pOos Kat w0Oov ev apyevorcuy eeu . . 
opy... Se -nit: kovrou aelev meupnoes Oe 
@s..atT’ wpto 5 emevTa peyas TeAapwv... aia. 
av §.. dvaceus ToduuNTis avicTato Kepdea eld.. 

710 fac . HEvoO 5 apa tw ye Batnv es weccov aywva’ 
ayk.. 8 addnhov AaBeTny Yepor oriPapyict 

sash é. T aperBovtes TOUS TE KAUTOS npape TExT@Y 
dwpatos urndowo Bias avewwv adeewvov' 
Tet pelyer 8 apa vera Opacevamy amo yeElpwv 

715 . Xkomeva otepews’ Kata de votios péev vps: 

.... at de cpwdvyyes ava Trevpas Te Kat wpmous 
col. 19] az... Te howwixdeccar avedpapov' ov Se war avee 

v.Kns vecOnv tTpitrodos mépt TronTovo- 

out odvaceus duvato opijhat ovder Te TeAaToau 

720 ovr dias Suvato’ xpatepn 8 exev is odvacios* 
arr ote 5 p aviafov evxvnperdes ayator 
5 TOTE piv TpoceeiTTe peyas TENAWwVLOS aLas’ 
Suoyeves NaepTiddn Trodupnyav odvacev 
7) & avdaep n eyo oe ta 8 av Su ravta pednoer’ 

725 ws evr@v avacipe’ Sodov 5 ov AnOeT odvaceus’ 


701 davacir: corrected by later hand 712 The 6 is perhaps intended to 
apparently to Acer. be obliterated. 
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K@ wv 


Ko omilev mnrnKa Tvxwv’ uTedvce Se yuLa’ 
kad § éBar e€orricw’ ert Se otnOecow odvacevs 
Kammece* Aadot & ad OnedvTo Te OduBnoav Te’ 
Sevtepos avt avacipe TodvTAAS S105 odvacevs* 
730 xeivnoev 8 apa tuTOov amo yOovos’ ovde T.. upev" 
ev de youu yvapapev’ ere Se yOov karm..0. aupw 
TANTLOV adAAnAOLCL’ pLavOncav Se Kovine’ 
kal vv Ke TO TpiTov auTis avaigav...aac.. 
+++ @XtAXNEUS AUTOS aVLTTATO KaL KATEPUKE’ 
735 .. ket epéiderOov" nde tperBe . Oe Kak .. ov" 
vixen 8 aupotep..cw* acOdua 6 cic’ aveddovTes 


epyeoO ...a Ka... rot acOrebwow ayavot’ 


ws ePa....ap..ov para pev Kdvov 7d eT...... 

a i Seceeee ae pevot Kovinv SucavtTo xXIT.... 
TOD issn access a Tie. TaydTnTos acOXa 

apyupeo......... etuypevov' e& 8 apa peTpa 

Navday.......... Net EVIKA Tacav eT aLay 

Pte traie tte ate i ves TroAvoalbara ev HoKnoay’ 

9K Mame Bois vdpes em nepoevdéa trovTov" 
(is a RATA aaa cou Ooavte 5 .. wpov edwxav 

CIEE oe Phe hg VKaOVOS @VoV EdwKE 

eOiws Fa eee uncovidns evynos* 

TS eR TE Ree Onxev acOrvov bv eTapoto 


OS TL..AM...TATOS ToToL KpaiTTVOLOL TEAO... 


726 mn\nxa: the correction is made 736 cio’: the corrector has struck 
by the second hand. out the e and added the circumflex and 

730 xewnoev: the first « is struck mark of elision, as well as the marks 
out by the corrector. over the next word. 


BRIT, MUS. PAP. CXXVIIT IL. XXIII, XXIV). 


315 


750 Sevr.. ae av Bovy OfKe peyav Kat Tevova d.... 


nut... avtov de xpuaiv rowwOne €OnKe’ 


oTn... 905 Kat pvOov ev apyeovow cevrrev 


opv ....0t Kat TovTov acOdou TreipnoecOor’ 

ees . opvuTo 8 avTiK otANos TaxXUS aLas’ 
755 ......a¢eus moAdupntis’ ewerta Se veoto....... 
col. 20]... a oyos" 0 yap @uTE veous moot TavTas eviKa’ 


orav Se peTactouyes’ onuw..€.. TEPMAT axirNev . 


toto. 8 amo vucons TetaTo Spoyo. wxa 8 errerta 


éxpep ouuadns ere 8 @pvuTo Sos 


odvoceus 
€7TELOS 


760 ayyt war ws OTe Tis Te yvvatKos evSwvoto 


oTneds ext Kavwv Ov T &v para yelple Tavvoont 


mnviov e&edcovca apex jitov’ ayyoOs & wryeu 


oTnGeos' ws odvacevs Ocev eyyubev .. tap omricbe 


ixvia TuTtTe TodecdL Tapos KOVWV..... vOnvat’ 
765 «ad 8 apa ov xepadns ye a. Theva Si0..... ceEUS 
; , re . 
aver pyspa Oewv iayov 5 émi mavtes a... ob 


L 
ViKNS Lemevot’ para Se omevdovTL Ke. . VOV* 


aXX oTE 8n TUMATOV TéNEOV Spomoy a... Kk OdUvaCE.. 


J vxet abnvain yAavewmids ov Kat. ... ov 


750 weova: the ¢ is struck out by 
the corrector. 

751 eOynxe: the » appears to have 
been mis-written somehow, the word 
‘having been perhaps written eOcxev. 

757 The mark below the beginning 
of the line is presumably a mark of 
omission, calling attention to the lines 
added in a semi-cursive hand at the 
top of the column, 


——€ OKOTOP.... 
avTiOeov PowwKa omaova Tarpos E010 
ws penew de Sposov Kat adnTLn atro..... 
These are ll. 359—361 (the last being 
much corrupted), and no doubt are 
inserted because 1. 358 is identical 
with 1. 757. 

759 The correction is in the same 
hand as the insertion just mentioned, 
apparently that of the person who has 
corrected the ms throughout, 
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Av, 
770 xvOc Pea’ aya pou errippoOos «X..... ou" 
ws epat evxo.evos* Tov 6 exdve T..... adnvn* 
yura 8 eOnxev ehadpa todas Kat Y...... mepOev * 


arr ote On Tax epedrev erratEecO.... Orov 

€.0 atas pev oduobe Oéwv' Brarev........ 
775 ....a Bowv.. xut ovOos amoxtap...... ey 

fats eat mrarpoKoe MTEPVEY OOD... 162s se eee 

Paes Gov Boéov mAHTO cToma TE P...... 

+++ 1P aut avaeipe ToduTtdas Sos 0.....-- 

ws dO.. Oa. evos: o de Bouv...........- os 
780 orn Se Kepas peta xepow exwv B........++-. 

ovOov atromtiwy’ pera 8 apyéiouww...... 

w dirou' bw éBdarve Oca todas 7 TO Ta...... 

.NTnp ws odvach. Tapictatar Nd €....... 

+ CDP. ..-0. pa Tavtes em avTwL NOU s.+ see 
NSO: wpa B Re xos 8 aoe AotcOnvov expep a..... 

as ees wv’ Kat pvOov ev apyeoirwy ce.... 

bia tits v Upp epew tracw didou ws eT... . vUV 

ry ol TYLwoL TahaLoTEpoLs av .. Tous" 

sacs wae v yap e“es oduyov TpoyeveoT .. 0S EoTL* 
(eae de mpotepys yeves mpotépa . . avOpwrrw. 

RN rad povta Se wiv hac eupevar: apy.. cov Se 

hcaaes epidioabar AYaLOLS EL oN AY... EL" 

tetas KvON.. v de modwKea THA... Va" 


Wee Ra bre tAreus .. Gorow aperBomev ..... ceertre. 


785 5 is added above the line in three letters, this word has been written 
different ink. by a later hand over an erasure, and ~ 
792 epiinoac@a: except the last the last o is added above the line. 
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ae ov pep ToL méeos ELpyoETaL aL... 
MEME) GANG TOS QUNTE so ones i Sie ee cline ee 
ws ermov ev xepot TIE... 1... ee eee eee 
ee eer ee 
Oi €S AYOVA.. PW. *KATA..... eee eeeeeeees v: 
800 tévyea caprndovtos a pi...... KX . . amrnupa: 
on 8 opOos Kat pvOov ev......... v eelTrev* 
avope Sum Tept TOV. E K...... ev ® Tep apioTa@: 
TéVYEA ETTAMEVH TAPET....... AKOV EAOVTE 
@ omm. repos xe PGOn..W....... vos xpoa Kahov 
806 pavont T evoeL... 5 -&T EV... Kat peday aLpa 
TOL pev eyo wow T0........v apyupondor: 
KaXov Opnixiov TO..v ac...... ‘wov amrnuper. 
tevyea 5 augotepo. Evy....... a pepecOwv* 
810 cat odiv Sait ayabn..apa..... ev &V KAL... tow. 
ws epat’ wpto & eet. meya.... apavios atas’ 
av 8 apa Tubéd -.@pP.0 Kpa... 0S Scoundns: 
ot 8 emer ovy exatepbev op . Nov OwpnxXOnoav 
€S Me . ov apo he tbe cuv.7.. ehawte payer Bae 
a eae w' Oap..... Ae TavTas ayavous 
- acters. Sov noav em a... o1oLy Loves 
a SSA fev" Tpis Se... edov w . pi Oncay’ 
_ 2s eee a Re Oey eer VTOS élonv 
vuE....xpoKkavey...... ap evd00. Owpnk 
a as ss ms 5 ap emeuTa......... S meyadoto 
au....avyew Kipe haciw .. Sovpos.... nv’ 
804 is omitted, 817 [ern]éay : corrected in a different hand. 


821 [axwx]nv: corrected in a different hand. 
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eM se 9): PV ahaPTe Wi. eo he i Be 
arer eat OUS GKENEUCAY Bo oo 6 oes vie So a 
be eda Secdne Swxev peya hb... avov n... 


825 .245.. ew. Te PEepwov Kal EVTUNTML TELAMOD. 


ee nrerdns OnKkev corXov avToXowvov 
+. ply pev péeimTacKe peya oBevos Ne . . wvOS" 
ard nto. Tov erepve modapKns dios a..... as 
. ov © ayeT EV VnEToL’ GUY ANAOLTW K.E....... 
830 .. 8 opOos kat pvOov ev apyevorow €..... 
..vc8 ot &.. TovTo.. chou Teipjces . . 
12+. KQL pada TodXov atrompobs 1 05 ee 3 
diy Semis ly KL TEVTE TrEpiTAOMEVOUS EV....... 
+++ MEVO + OU MEV YA. Ob ATEW...€......004% ye 
ott aN vy ovd apotyp él. €5 TOMY’. .......04. 
col. 22] ws epat’ wpTo 8 eT ELTA MEVETTTOAELOS TOAVTTOLTNS” 
av de AcovTnos KpaTepoy pevos avTGeoL0" 
av 8 avas Tehapwveadys Kat OLos émrévos" 


é&éuns & ‘tor. vto* corov & ede Sios émretos’ 


840 fixe Se Sewn.... édacay 8 emi raves ayasor 
Seuvtepos du... &Ke NeovTevs of0s apnos’ 
TO TplTov av.... «cle meyas TEAApwvLoS aLas 


xéipos atro oTiBaphs Kar vrépBade onuata TavTev’ 


827 peurracke: the first e is struck co }ropira ev pT ypa.mo.. 
out, and the accent and mark of ; y : 
quantity added, by the corrector. 

836 In the margin at the head of 
the column is written a scholium, now 
mutilated; the following is only an 
approximate reading : 


eupnoat y..oworou d.. 
TApaTopyys « « K pt. nv 
840 dewyoas: the eis struck out by 
the corrector. 
842 [epp]ewe: the second eis struck 
out by the corrector, and the mark of 
quantity added, 


OO — 
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arr ote dn coroy elke peveTrTOAEMOS TroAVTTOLTNS 
845 oocor Tis eppene Kadavpora BovKodos avnp’ 

mn Se edicoo.... TeTeTat Sta Bous ayedduas’ 

Toccov Tav....yovos uTepBare’ Tot de Bonoav’ 

acrdvres 8 €... 0b ToAvTéiTao KpaTepoto 

vijas emt yX.... as épepov Bacidgyjos aeOdov" 


> aut... Tote... hice TWH ioevta ov dSnpov 


S61 nad 0)... 4... ..@v medexeas’ Sexa 5 nuvrere... 
totov &...... v Nos ‘KvaVvoTTpwpoLo 
THAOUV ET ...... ous’ ex Se tenpwva méde.. v 


Aerie we... . Owe Snoev trodos" fap OR Da % 


855 tokéve..... xe Bane Tpnpwva Ted.... 
TAVTAS AE...... os Tehexeas on. vdEe p...... 
os S€ Ke p...... to Tuxn opvelO..apua.... 
nooa@y yap...... os © 8 ducetae Murer... 

WS ePaT’ W........ a Bin Tevxpoo av..... 

860 av § apa wn......... dmav cis Woue.... 
KAnpous &........ XAAKnpei Tadhov....... 

a Anpwt Aaxev’ aUT....... 3 

- Kev emt........ vd nTretAnoev avak .. 

865 opyiOos pe....... HeyNIpE Yap OL TOY aTrOAh@v" 
avtap o unp.. Gov Bare wap Toda TH.... €T opvis’ 


avticpu 8... unpw0.. rape mixp.... oTos’ 
 pev emer... t&e pos ovpavoy’ }.... pelOn 


845 epperwe: the second ¢ is cancelled 850 In the margin are the remains 
as before. , CEeONMELWT 
f , 
848 acravres: av is added above the Sapa ovdnpov 
line by a different hand; but cf. 854 ys: the s (or y) has been added 


Herondas vir. 1, 14, dor. later above the line. 
864 is omitted. 
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370 G@xsick haiseape ce +» XELpOS 
T...v' ata... ovoToV eyov TO. eee eee» VEY 

- a. THK ) NT .. Ayoev e. nBorwr aTroAhwve 
apvov TPWT . yovwv Pp. Eew KAELTHY ExaTou Rov 
Uy 8 var veh... v ie Se Tpxpwva edevav" 

875 the p o ye Séiv... voav uTo mrepvyos Bare peooov" 
avtixpu de 5....€ Behos’ To pev arp ere yarn 


mpocbev wnp.....++-. todos" avTap % opyis 


ee re Sr ie muKva Mado One. 
SB. oka as, 5 Pa eects ape Tyre 6 am avTov 
a abigia WiRie once lores seeds TE GapByo dv TE 
Per een »...... Oeka tmavtas acOdous 
os, 5 eS ARR TERS! «es v KolXaS ETL vHaS 
bi é:2 th Qos oo ,.. SodkvyooKioy eyyos 
BSB oe cgi oek,. Waigr by ale = SNe a€.ov avOewoevTos 
SORE ey feed fal ed poves avdpes avertayv 
is eA bok Palen. bee EL@Y ayam“e“yov 
ra sree ee v evs Womevnas 
eR Meas et eereeeceees« pans Sos ayiddeus 
$90 og & ohana een mated BeBnkas arravtwv 


oa wale stent e ween eee MATW ETAEV APLETOS 


KaTW 


geo Sere tere sess SUN ane 2 p@i Topwpev 


PERT Ln ae FT ae eae KeNopMaL yap eywrye 


871 exov: corrected by secondhand. and the following lines have been 

875 dew[evolucay, peocov: the cor- added by the hand which supplied 
rections are in the second hand. col. 1 of book xxty. 

879 The underlined letters in this 
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ahd cadena here avipov ayapeuvov 
¥ "pws 
ee ee Keoy" GuTap o... TEV 
emia cE RN & 6, 04-5070 pixadres acOra 


After a slight interval is added in the corrector’s hand 1. 892, 
which had been omitted in its proper place : 


dieclat Meee sp %% acOXov eywy KotNas emt vnas 
Beneath this comes the subscription : 
eee AOC 


oeeeeeHHMAAA A 


[2] 


col. 24.) Auto § ay ..*Aaou Se Oeas ems vyas exacTot' 

ecxidva ... evar’ Tor pev Sop7rovo pedovto 
vTvou TE... KEpouv TapTNuEeval’ avTap axideus 
Kec GIN... Tapov pEe“vnpevos’ ovde bw vTrvos 

5 npet mavd. patwp* adr eotpepet evOa Kar evOa 
matpokhov Tolewv avavipoTnta Te Kat wevos NU 
8 oroca T..AvTévcE TU avT@ Tat Tafev adyea 
avipadv Se mrodemous areyerva TE KULATA TreLpwY" 
T@v penvnoKopevos Oadrepov Kata Sax... v evBev" 

10 adXor emt mrevpas KaTaKeLpevov’ adoTe . auvTE 
umtios* adore Se mpnvn Tote 8 opOos avac... 
Sweveck advoy Tapa Tw ados* ovde ww. ws 


patvouevn AnOecKev uTrelp ada T Novas TE" 


896 The word originally written at the end of the line is obliterated, 
7 ma: corrected to xa 
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arr’ o xy emer CevEevev vp appacw wKeas vous’ 
15 extopa 8 eXxecOar Snoacketo Sippov oma bev 
Tpis 8 Epvoas mept onua pevortiadao Oavoytos 
avTis ev KdLoUN Travecketo’ Tovde § EarKev’ 
€v KOVL ExTavUcas TpoTpHnvea’ ToLo 6 aTro\NwV 
Tacay aeiKEeinv atrexe xpot dwra ealpwv" 
20 xav teOviota ep tepe 8 auyite TavtTa KaAUTTE 
Ypuoiny iva wn piv atroTpudu edxvoTalov" 
@s o ev exTopa Svoy aeixerber peveatvav’ 
tov S€ édealperKkey pakapes Oeou evropwwvTes 
Krevrat § otpuveckev evoKotrov apyipovTny , 
25 «vO adrous fev TavtTes erreupynunoay axavot* 
ovde Troctdawye od€ YAavKwT ... KOUpNY 
arr cov wodw mpwtov amnyOeTo iX...... 
Kat Tmprapos Kat aos adeFavdpou evex apy... 
os vixece Yeas ore ot mecavyov iKovTo’ 
- 80 tnv 8 nvno ov pd payrocuvny areyev .. 
| arr ote Sn p ex ToLo Svodexatny yeveT 1@s 
Kat ToTe ap alavarotot peTnvda otBos atoAXov 
oxeTrAvor exOe Geor SnAnmovos ov ve Kal UmLV" 
EXTM@pa npl exne Bowy eywy TE TEAL@V 
35 Tov vuy ovk eTANKE VEKUY TEP EOVYTE TAawWoAaL 
] T adoyw ede Kat pNTEpL Kab TEKEL BL’ 
KGL TATEPL TpLaoLo NaoLoL TE TOL KE MLW WKA . 
€V Tupl KNaLEY KaL TL KTEPA KTEPEOVTLY 
adn owt ayirirAna Geo Bou. ec8 avTapyye’ 


22 After dwv the letters Seov were ning of the o, but the x does not 
originally written, but were erased. appear to have been written. 
27 cov: there is a blot at the begin- 32 rore: the eis struck out. 


BRIT. MUS. PAP. CXXVIII (IL. XXIII, XXIV). 323 


40 w ovr ap dpevas evow evaroywa ovde vonua 
col. 25] yap. Tov ev....... ot re... 8 ws aypia oder” 

os Te..¢ ap pey...te Bun... aynvope Oupar 
e&..éio emt... a Spore ..va Sata AaBniot’ 
ws... tAdeus eAeov pev am. Nevev* ovde ov aida. 

45 yy . Tat 4 T avdpas peya oe.. eras nd ovwwnict’ 
Me... eb pev TO... ts Kat Pid. Epov adXov oOdAETCAL 
NE. ATLYVNTOV OmoyaoT . . ov ” Kat vLov" 
add. Tot Khaveas Kat odvpopevos pebenxe’ 
TAnTOV yap Moipa . Ouuov O.. av avOpwroow" 

50 avrap o y extopa dvov emrelL .. NOV NTOP aTnupa 
utmrav ekaTToOV. Eps on. TapoLo didovo 
ehKes* ov pujy bs TO. € KaANL.. ovde T apewvov 
bn aya mep co..t veweronOapév bu nets’ 


Ko. nv yap 8 ya... aeKit.o peveawor' 


55 ....€ XoNw@oape.. mpoaehn NevK@XEVOS NPN" 


.+.+€V KQt TOUT... Ov em .. apyupoTtoke 

Rip erie NV. AYIN. ve ee exto .t Onoete Tipu’ 

e€....mev Ov.... Te yuvat.a Te Onoato palov' 

Wa svicss > tANEUS ..... EAS YOV.S' NV EyW avUTN. 
a T€ KQl ATIT...KaL @..p. TOpoY TapaKkolTL 

. ret’ os Tepe Kn.... Os y. VE. aBavaTotct’ 

é ! ? 
..vtas § avtia.... Oeor yaw.u* ev Se ov Toot 


.. WU exov hopu....Kakav . Tap’ aey am .. TE 


45 oe{w]eru: the first eis dotted in _it probably has no significance. 
different ink. 62 aavras: corrected in second 
54 The dot which Dr Leaf notes hand. 
before this line is so far from it that 


21-—2 
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»V 8... MEUBO sere ee eaee p.... epeta fevs 

65 ..9 w..9 Wau...atoc... pawe Oe.. ow" 
ov Mev yap TIN YE . ETTE...... a Kal exTw@p 
pidta..s ecxe Geo. ov Bpo... 04 ev ume eto" 
ws yap.. ouy’ emer ov Te gu... nuaptave Swpwv 
0. yap p.. more Bw@pos eSevero Sautos evans 

70 rows .. KVLONS TE’ TO yap NaKXOMEV YEpas NMeELS 
arr NTO. . AEYpal prev Eaco.. Vv" ovde TH EO. W 
Aabpn a.. Anos Opacvy exTopa* y yap ov a..t 
LNTHP TapLeuBrAwWKEY OMws VUKTAS TE KaL NMap 
arr et Tis Kadeceve Dewy Bet accov Eepeto 

75 ...@ Te” evm@ TuKWoV eTros ws Kev ayiddeus 
5. pwv ex mprauoto Aaxn’ atro 7 extopa Avene’ 
+. Gat w. To O€ ipis aeAdAoTrOS ayyEheovea 
@..on...8e capov te Kat tuSpov TavTadoecons 


evOop... thav Tovtw.' emectevayite Se ALymvy* 


SOc so coke dawne.. edn es Buocor Opovarev 
col. 26] ...... DYPG svc ccvorcpssnas ° . 
actuators CS) ee ee Ree | 
eee CH) 5 Tale SWca Bag desks ce he eee gh ne 





100 » —— 
7 — 
K 
Tis oe evarieie Ya 2 
aN a whe iw Sone HTOV oes e vee vee cere ereees 


71 eorw: the y is struck out. 
75, 76 The corrections are in the second hand, which has also added the ¢ in 
Avent. ; 
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105 me. @os adXaorov..o....... Ese dei Ih? Sara eearer | He 


GN... KAL WS EPEM T..7.....-- es . Kader o, 


ev... pap Sn veiKos €.......+.-+ oOpwp.. 


ee a et oa ee er .- ONTO.... 
Oe a a . pov... 
110 avr..eyw T0d....... 26 VSS wee S 
aidm.at PiNO........--. a LR GEES pee Gove. 
SMELT ale oe kn oe dole oboe ee bars ela advese.s 
OKU ... OAL O.- +e seen renee AE ae 
PTE ors carnt old sia ska ao «are o/F oes Oe 08 os 


- €xKT — 

116 ae Kev — 
avTap ——. 
Avoac —— 

120 ws ef ——-. 
Bn Se — 


col. 27] u€ev 8 es KALoiNV ov W..s* EVO apa ToV ye 
: | 
nu..dwa otevaxovta gidor § aud avTov etaspot* 


: ov 
€o0 . MEVWS ETTEVOVTO KAL EVTUVOVYT... LOTA* 


125 tov.. ois Adovos peyas ev Kc .. ‘o te... TO" 
seee+ Gy. auto TwapefeTo To...... THP* 
..-..7T€ po Katepe-ev* eros T....... 0vopal.. 
s++sss Mov Téo mexpis odupo..... Kat ayev.. 
tenses Gl Kpadinv’ pemynuevo......b oLTOU 


107 There is a dot after the vy of second hand, 
veixos, perhaps by the first hand, since 124 [apkora: over the final a the 
a considerable space is left between letters ov are written in faint ink, 
the v and e. 125 kdo[t]or: the third: is added 
119 is omitted. above the line in a different hand, 
123 mvp: the correction is in the 
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190) ss ike ws ‘ ayabov Se yuvaiku Twep....... nTe 
-ye..ou yap moe Snpov Ben’ hes vi. Wee n 
.& TaperthnKkev Oavatos Kat moup . KpaTaLn’ 


.euedev Evvés wea’ Sios Se Tor ayy.. os ep’ 


. Seaba cor dnote Oeous’ ce 8 e€oya mavtwv 
135 ...vaTav Keyo\mobar ott hpeot patvopernicw 
.. TOP eXElS Tapa vnvoL Kopwricw ovd am . AvEaS’ 


... ye 8n Avaov* vexpowo Se Se&.. arrow. 


sad Gude eaaoe ete HEvOS TPOT..... das wm... ayirre.. 
6-3 RE atowa pepot kes ny ounce d Soha ee 
5 RE a te ee ve Ovpw . oAvpTLOS aU....... et" 
emo eraiate @Y aryUpel MNTNP TE K..seee 
eg Adnrous CTER WEP. os eevee t vov 
Peet) ty ve Kpovidys els tLO..... 
= 6 ao wise hia eee eaves haart C009 0.2% 4 esis at 


Of ll. 145-149 no letters are preserved, but the length of 
the margin of the column, which is intact, shows that no line 
was left out. 


150 — 
_—— ylrAXeus 
— tapBos° 


—— THv 


155 | meen? 
_—— pugeu" 
— bl a 
— Spos’ 


131 Ben: the . is added above the line in a different hand. 
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160 


col. 28] 


165 


170 


175 


Se 
ee by 


cm 8 


ieee 
KOT. . env Keparhe Te Kat avyeve 7600 yepovTos” 
THY .. KUALWOOMEVOS KaTEUHTATO YEepow enLoLV 
Ov. a.epes § ava Swpat Wev vot wdipovTo' 
TOV . . MUNTKOMED . . Ob dn tjondees T. Kar ecOror 
XEpo .. UT apyeswv . eato Yruxas odecavTes 
orn 8. mapa mprapov dvos ayyehos* de Tmpocnvda* 
TuTO... Oey....vn* Tov de Tpomo.. AraBe yusa* 
Bape seen MON TP... ee ee. o* pn.€ Te TapBev 
OV MEV .. Pp TOL EYW KaKOV ocomern ... vKavO" 
arr ay... ppoveovea dcos de Tos ayyer . S$ €. pe 


ds gev...vOev... weya Kndetat 5 ere..p.t' 


Auoag..b © eKEN.... Vv OAUpTTLOS ExTOpa SioV 
Swpa 8. yiAAN..... ev Ta Ke Ovpov envne 
ows’ w. de T..... .$ Qa TPwwY LTW avn. 


‘ Knpv& TLS Ol E11. +» YEPALTEPOS OF K L.. VOL 


180 


NOV... S$ Kal A..... EUTPOXOY" N KE. at avUTIS 


| ORR ae ate are Tov extave Ou. . axtddeus 
pnd PS eg a ANE are HedeTo ppect pnde TL TapBos" 
TOO... 62s. seessS ap ewpeTas apyerpovTns 

Ose ee eee e nests OD ayoAane TwerNacone 


fe pts, cha Miesare prec ates os v ecw KALOINY axtddrANOS 


166 iiev: the v is struck out in 172 ogcomevn: the second o is added 
different ink. above the line by the corrector. 


190 


195 


200 
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One ce de eegevcnven T addovs Ta...... veer" 
TOE es een aCKOTO.0...... neeov 
Me Pec te ts ee ee ew mepid..... t avdpos 
CV Deer scesssevcees obas WK..... 

TAP OY. 0s 52 . Eay evtpoyov nu....... 
omdicat nV.... mévpw0a de Snoar OT ewe 
avTos .... adapov KATEBNTATO K....... 

Kédptvov viropopov" os yAnvea TO...... ovdes 


es 5 adoyov exaBnv exadXeocato hwvn. ev Te’ 
Sayovin Si00ev wor orAvpTLOS ayyedXos nAOEV 
AvoacOat Pidov viov LovT ETL Vnas ayaLov’ 


Swpa 5 ay... rn hepeuev Ta Ke Ovpov envne’ 


aXrX aye mo. TOdE ETE’ TL TOL PpEgw eld... aL EeLvas’ 


aes yap f» avTov ye mevos Kat Oupos avwryer 
Keio Leva ETL VNAS Eow STpATOY eUpLY axaLwv" 
-$ gato kwkvoev de yuvn Kat aperBero pvOar 
. pou’ wh 8 Tou dpeves duyovt * hus TO Tapos mep 
. KrE et avOpwrous Eewvous 78 drow dvacces 
ta apeieks €.. em vnas axaiwv ehOewev ovos 
avdpos es ofOadpmous Bs To 


vieas e€evapike * clOnper.........-. 
& / 

€L yap o aipnoer Kal ecorveT 

@OLNOTHNS Kat aTrLoTOS avn.... 

ovde TL o aloeceTaL’ VvoV 


NHEVOL EV MEYAPWL" TH. .Desaessves 


210 yuvopevar errévnoe AL. we 


196 cnvn: the final « is added by a 
different hand. 


210 yewouerwx: the first e is added 
above the line by the corrector. 
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apyim@odas Kuvas acat é@v aTray..... oKNwV 
avopt Tapa KpaTepwL’ Tov eyw w..... Tap exo. 
eOeuevar mpoopica’ TOT avTL...... yEvolTo 


maidos euou* emet ov & Kaxilopev...€ KaTEKTA’ 





215 adda pos Tpwwv Kat Tpw@vad@v +++ UKONTTOV 
eotaot ovte poBov peuvnpevov . uT adewpys: 
tv 8 avte TpoceciTe yepov mpiap . . Beoedns’ 
pn fe eBedovt vevar Kateptxave’ w.. é poe avTy 
opvis evippeyapoioe inites TeNeV... € Me TELTELS 
220 es pwev yap Tis mw’ addos ery oviwy ... deve 
N ob pavties erat OvocKooL n Lepn.. 
Yevoos Kev Pdipev Kar voopilorw ... waddov* 
vuv 8 avtos yap axovoa Oeov Kat eo... akov avTny 
€upe” KL OV... ALOY ETTOS EGOETAL*E.....4. 10a 
: 225 reOvauevar Tapa vyvow axaiov Ya...... wvar, 
BovXouat* avtixa yap me KaTaKTEeL....Vv axidrEuUS 
ayKas édovT’ emov vioy emny yoou €.. pov eijy’ 
> a” Kat pwopidpav emiOnwata Kar ave....v" 
evOev Swdexa pev tepikadreas éfe...eTdO.. 
230 Swdexa 5 Grdoldas yrdwas* Toocous .. TaTyT . s 
tocoa Se ddpea Kada* Toccous 6 ew. T.... XUTOV.. 
>- xpuood de ornoas edepev Sexa Ta.......0T. 


ex Se 80 diOwvas Tpimodas* Ticup.s 8...... as" 


221 As Dr Leaf says, there are say. 


perhaps traces of a diastole after ec. 227 enw: the additional ., as well 
223 avrnv: at first written avrnv, as the breathing and accent, are added 
— but corrected by first hand. by the second hand. 


225 At the end of this line is a mark 228 4: what appears to be an« is - 
resembling a comma, but whether added above the line by a different 
intentional or not it is impossible to hand, 
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ex Se Serras mepikaddes 0 ov Opies Topov avdpe . 
235 eféoinv eOovtse wéya KTepas’ ovde vu Tov rep 
pewrat eve pw’ peyapos o yepwv’ mepl.. Gere Oupor 
AUcacbar pirov viov' o Se Tpwas pev .. avTas 
aGovoons amsepyev éreoo avaxporow eviooov 
eppeTe AwBnTypes’ Eeyyées* ov vu Kat vel 
240 . ucoe emeots yoos bTe pw ndOeTe en Snoavres’ 
. dvvos.. OT» poe Kpovidns fevs adye edwxe 
maid ohecat Tov apiotoy, atap yw. ecbe Kat vupes” 


pnitepo . yap padrdov ayatocw dn eo . oOe 


col. 30] Lines 244-247 are wanting. 
NS (1 a sqiiere wale 6 cel kbanee 
ee a4 OV Te FF iervwininn 4 Es sO 

BOOKS 2 amiss UT. i Qe ects wiatete Ss vidisdeva tthe es 
CEs sou sean 2 GROG Sse Go's ave treed wiletbin lp peeinaeld 
iIER LG die OLE Ta Seaaln mwas ery 
vratis otct @ OER iis AWW ene eee AE + om Mate 
EXTOPOS WHEN 0. ccavcvnncscors » Saitou eee 

255 @ bo. eyo Trav oa rate 6: aig’ 19’ 208, a: eg egg 
TPOUNL EV EUP sees eseeeeees Ser 


PNTTOPA T Devvesscenees Devseseveveeeens 
EK. pa T O.. Oeos COKE MET. + sere rerveeeees 
Devesd YE Ovntov Tats eupev ...... Oeovo 

260 To... ev amwheo apns’ Ta ) ederyxea. TavtTa er . WAL 


234 Opyixes: the « is added by a appear to be ov, and there is not room 


different hand. for more than two letters at the end, 
236 The yw before peyapus is ap- after the first o. 

parently cancelled. 258 The 7 after ex[7o]pa is struck out. 
241 There is some corruption of the 260 There does not seem to be room 


word dvécac@’. The first two letters for the diphthong in \eAcerrat. 
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ye... de T opynotde Te YoporTuTiniow apioror 
ap... 7d epupwv eridyuror apraxtypes 
ov... 5 por auakav epordccaite TaxoTa 
Ta.....Tavt emiBete iva mpnocwpev odov0 
265 ws... .°ov.d apa TayTes vToddéicavtes. omoKAnY 
ek... awatav deipay evtpoxov nuiov . . nV 
K.... ™pe@Ttotrayéa’ treipwv0a Se Soar em avTys” 
ware ea m0 Taccadogi Cu. ov Hpe.v nue. ve..v 
aren ov oudaddev &v onKecowv apnp.. 
270 .... pepo Cuyoderpov aya Cuyde ev....... 
sees s MEV &U KkateOnxay evééctor ETL. +e 
ea dee Te TpwTnu’ emt S€ KPLKOV......+.-+4% 
aleve’ KatepOev ednoav Pa, ia esate net 
Siren «> KaTeOnocay’ vuTro ae ee 


275 ex O..... u be PepovTe.. ss. eeeeeeeeeee 


KNPVE KOL TPLAph ese ese eeseveeereeees 
Col. 31 (ll. 283-322) is wanting. 
col, 32] Lines 323-336 are wanting. 


268 maccadopw: the « is cancelled and surmounted by a large dot and 
circumflex, 
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sete aee T* ovd ATE ose e cece enero eer nnnes 
B40 ssc es ox MELT UT oes sccensccecccuseveos . 
asain wie NPV eee ceeseeececeeceneeee 
Lines 342, 343 are wanting. 
SC NARGS Sets LSAT eee OO Rs), Sean 
DEO ictal s a\b ay Svan. aE TOMES. . Gees 
SLE «se 318 s0S Cie boa ey SE ee WOVT .. ++ 405 
io be hin SOD 5 RRS ROS E0LKWS 
VETTE ee Xapiecrarn .. 
ee re Ty Pe tens ovo ehaco 
BOO. cos ena:s a; «basyanhe aoe Oe Gee WTOUS OP. +++++s, 


‘cous Bice ana O's ee TE. 56S tasala ieee 


Lines 352-361 are wanting. 


col. 33] Lines 362-381 are wanting. 
382 — vn 
—vp 
385 — amv - 
—— eoevdys 


— poTov 


Lines 388-400 are wanting. 


col. 34] Line 401 is wanting. 
402 —- ou’ 
—— ayrat 


_—— xaov' 
405 —— Geoerdns' 
— os 


— Eov 
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410 


415 


425 


430 


— 7 
—- Kev axtrneus * 
—— eshovTns’ 
—— ovwvor" 
— vn 
— de 
— vode py evrat 
—— edovowy 
— 0 
— ene" 
— erred Oov 
—_ evirrat’ 
OARS aera Vevess. TAVTA MemuKeV 


ES UE Ca yap eT ..T@L YadKov eXaccay 


. ++ VEKUOS... €oVTOS €... opt idos Tepe KnpL" 


.. dato ynOncev § o yepw. Kat aperBeTo pvOar' 


.. Kos’ H p.yabov Kar ev... ipa Swpa Siddvvar 
aSavarous eres Ov TOT Em.. TALS EL TOT ENV YE 


ApGer evippeyapoict .... 04 ONUpTrOY ExoUCL’ 


oR 9) ee ee avaTolto Tep avont 

CR NE CDN Oe 5.2) 9d c G50 6 ecm kadov drewov 

GUTOY Te PUT ......4+.... € ouv ye Ocoucw 

PRE BOP BF oie Es:5 ae nies deo adicwpar’ 

Tov 0 aute W:... 2... 6.26. opos apyeupovTns: 

TELPAL EMELO +. +... 6s. e evens Se pe Teioers” 
«WEN Cod so nc'se Moats aaa g Sexer Bau’ 


414 ev\a:: apparently corrected from ovAat. 


333 
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$85 ot dee Bee eae Ps Eee Tepe KHpt 
ee er ery. ee eeeeeeccces. Of yevnrat’ 


BOD S06 55-0 Gk TREES 4 COR NS AYETALTO" 

by Bo Chiao a FRE De ee es o YEpow* 

Soh eS RL, Stare ON Moov... pevos NU 

wiark Vag SE Geter aace os Oy Kat Tappov v..... 

6)8 a2s oo See oo ere eS UVAGKTNPES TO...... 

MD. ERIE ay ov....€ SuakTopos ap......... 
Fe riers Ae &e mudas Kal aTwoev ox... 
Pee eS eee ov Te Kat ayNaa Swp em...... 
He os oy ee nv mnXniadew adixovTo 
aoe eee pprooves Trowmmoay avaxr. 

B50 Fe aeons Kepoavres atap Kabvrepbe....... 
Me arid baht opov rip. . obey? aunoavres’ 
yt vere a anv avrAnv Troincay avaKTt 
ae aa Se Be oh We Kwvorot * Oupnv & exe movvos....... 
Oar, erste eee v Tpis meV eTLppHTEcKoV axal.. 

oS SR pie Sete yerKov peyahny Krnida Oup... 
SS etiritte 9 ee” tAdXevs 6 ap ETipyoEecKE Ka..... 
RM AR ear as Epiouvios Ee yepovTe 
pais SOS oe .@ Swpa rodoxer mnrevov . 


ee ees eBawev ert xOova hwvyce... 
460 @- ye. ov. Tot eyw Geos apBpotos evAjArOoV.. 


440 is omitted. 4 454 rpes: the e is added by the 
450 kepoavres: the p. has apparently ~ second hand. 
been rubbed and re-written. 
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465 


470 


475 


col. 36] 
490 


Epueras” gol yap Me TaTNP aya TouToY oTaC... 
aX nToL ev eyo Tad eLcopat ovd axyiddnos 
opParpous evceips * vewecontov Se Kev €.. 
aavatov Oeov wde Bpotovs ayarrafew...... : 
tuvn 8 exoeAOwv AaBe youvata mnreLwr .. 

KQL [LLY UTEP TWATPOS Kal MNTEPOS NUKOMOL. 
ecoeo Kat Texeos tv" dv cuv Oupoy opivnis 

a5 apa pavncas amreBn’ Tmpos maxpov ohvptrov 
Epmelas” ) mporamos & e€ urmav arto yapale’ | 
Wavov Se Kat avOc rimev’ o 5é popvev epuKe . 
urmous._ nutovous Te’ y.-. ay 8 wOus Kiev oLKOU 

THL p axirreus leone Ot. pidos* ev Se muy avTo. 
éup* erapot § arravev0e Kabeiato * Tat Se Su ow 
Npws avTouedwv TE Kal a. 60s ofos apnos 
moumvuoev Tapeovte’ veov 8 amednyev ed@dns 
ecOwy Kat TELVMV" ETL KAL TAPEKELTO TpaTe .. 
tous 8 edaO evcehOwy 7. . aos peyas ayys S apa.... 
NEpoww axiddnos AaBe... vaTa Kat KUTE KELpas 


Secvas avdpodpovous .. ot Todas KTAaVOY ULAS 


Lines 480-489 are wanting. 
Rg Ja 4enes dain iat ty ele er ee @v 
Ta ee reer ak a TavTa 
ROCIO Ta ee AD ails: awl ous . vTa 
PEs oi See mie <i SD Mela i whit pags 


467 wa: the a and the breathings 472 The p has been inserted as an 


on this 


and the next word are added afterthought, but by the original hand. 


above in very faint ink. 476 wewwy: the ¢ is struck out by 
468 ame8n: ane is added at the end the corrector. 
above the line, in a different hand. 
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TPOE Sa sisie iychis Selene ® More 
495 re. Fa grate, shale Z Cat ),* egret ae ; sswats 

Pidrwsn ate he oe APS Cease ; 

bre Cacao ca td Galette ocean Seah VV sv ecscevcssescces 

ie feria Be Tes APNS veer sees sis 

Swe. ee ee ee 
IO rich ores 2 - 0S 


+ © OP@ . OV VUV ELVEK UKM. eee ee eeree 


AN... mevos 1... célo* Pepw..... wh ie a a 
arr .. devo Oeous ayiArNev a... 6.2.00. xi 
ss ++ AMEVOS TOV TATPOS” EC... eeeseeeeees EP 
505 €.Anv 8 du ov rw Tus emrxO PORE ae es. 
avdpos tmawopovoto TOTL.......+..- ios aie 
.S pato Twt 6 apa T.TPOS V........60ee iets 
.. apevos 8 apa XY... 08 AT... sees sees 
ste VNTAPMEVO O MEV EK... e ee sree eeene 
BION) iets va’ mpomrapowWe TOO... 2... eee eee eee : 
Rigen 8% tA\NEUS KAALEV COV Weiss. ceverdvnwe o 
eee. KN. VW TOV O€ TTEVAX...5.... 200. eee 
avTap eT. pa yoowo TeTapT.......... tae 
Kat ot aro mparidwov NO y......-s i shee 
515 avtixa 8 ex Opovov wpTo* yep.....-.+-e-ee ee 
OLKTELpwWY TOMOY TE KAPH T...... deve a 
Kat piv Povnoas erTea TTEpo . ioe sli 
a deur" 4 On Toda KaK doxyeo...... sgn 
[mos erAns ee vnas ayawy €......... ; 


519, 520 These two lines were 
originally omitted, and are added at 


the foot of the column in the black ink 
of the later hand, 
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520 avdpos es opVarpous O¢ TOL TO....... 1.6.00 s| 


col. 37] 


521-535 are wanting. 


5386 o — 


Ka debi 
aan — 


sa a 


oo. 


545 


559 


-npa — 
pa — 


ave — 
Lines 549-558 are wanting. 

To — 

. ne — 

. KTOP — 

ynrnp — 

kat de oe ywookw TpL... ppe... ov... € AnOes 

ott Oewy Tis o Hye Boas emt v.as ayavov’ 

ov yap Kev Taty Bpotos edO.. ev ov.. war nRav 

€§ oTpatov' ovTe yap av dudaKous AdGou ovdé T oxias’ 


pela peToyNiocEle TUAGwWY NuETEpawY 


565 ram: the final: is added ina in different ink above the space be- 
different hand. tween the 7 and o, but it does not 
566 7 oxyas: something is written appear to bea x. 
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Tov” 4 mol Laddov ev adyeor O. mov ope . YHLS 
anaes €pov ovo avTov ev Kroc. 'NLTW eacw 
BIO gts oes v ep covta dios 8 adit@pas edeTmas” 
eiiera) pecs, ynoev 5 0 yepov Kau erreeto prvOar' 
ieee ts 8 otkoto Newv ws... To Oipate 
Bagies Onn ghi 2 wt ye Suw Oepatrovtes emrovTo 
BAe greg 5 e's vy 7d adkipos bus pa padiota 
SN sel % a CS action eTa Tatp .Kdov ye Gavo... 
eee kc 1... UNTOUS NMLOVOUS TE 


8. enh ag eee eae Ka KANN... a TOO yEepovTos 


Lines 580—595 are wanting. 


aetisohg 6S KIC Ss eG a ee 


or eee TOU ETEPO «1... eee eee es  UOOD 
+e 5 ben: On - TOCA kai Ne ae wie ore ee S 

G00 ... rae 6 ev AeYE.. 1.1... eee eee eee 
TE 61k EES Be eye 

col. 39] Kat ya... nuK.....toBn ewyvnoaT...... 

THLE TEP... ...- aides EVE Pore vs veesvveure 
e& pev Ouyarepes €& De VERN. ce se 

605 tous pev am .dAwv Tepvev at apyupeoio.... 
Xoopevo .. coBye tas 8 apres LOXEAL « . 
ovve.......6 irdaKeTo KaNLTrapnoL 


ies site sid wh Ae v' » 8 avtn yiwato TOn.... 


568 rw vuv: the letters vy are added 608 yewaro: the e is added in the 
above the line in cursive characters, cursive hand of the corrector. 
resembling those of the scholia. 
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spmaernia. alk tasiese:c4ia.is 66 ous Touoe Kpoviwy 
Lines 612—630 are wanting. 
G31 . vTap o Sap... . see eee eee eee e eee ees 


eA tis. » OF WPOT...... CPWOV TPLA......+..6-. 

Do iy ae ai He Taxio...... pepes OP........ 
UTV@L UTO YAVKEPM ... 1. eee ee eee eee eee 
ED WOME 5 POGOe F..05 we ese te swan e ces 
e& ov of" UMO NEPTU... ever nese neene 
QA ale TTEVAYM......... ind Seas 

G40 audys €. YOPTO...... 6.6 cece e teen ee ee 

col. 40] ..... Kas Gitov Tacauny Kat atOorra ovvov 

gt (ea Ka’ Tapos ye Mev ov TL TeTATENY 
ee 5 8... powow we Spofucr KeNeuce 
ee a ss @.vaone Oéuevar Kas pyyea Kara 

ee wa. pe &4. ade... oTopécai + efuTrepfe Tamntas’ 
hs ae euevar ovrds Kaburrepbev eceoO .. 
Ries cae ex peyapoto Sdos pera yepow ex....- 


ou °o 
s+e++.- €oTOpecay Suw exe EVKaY...... 


t 
st tress TUKEPTOMEWY TT. OTEPN TOO..... 12s eevee 


7 638 oms: the « is added in a dif- 646 ecac@a: the correction is in a 
ferent hand. different hand. 

641 ocrov: the alteration is made by 648 Both corrections are in the 
> the corrector. second hand. 
643 duwinor: the added : is probably 649 mpoced@n: a superfluous ¢ is add- 
in a different hand. ed above the line in a different band. 
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650 i423 pev dn AEE. y.. ov pide w......--s 
sie emeNOn ....... ANPOPOS’... 1+... ees 
as Bovne SPR Ph GHOG SS. <a. eee 
SATs vs 3 o's ee sa 30 
A) ee 
655 . «PGT 6s a vn eal. 4-5 BuMeee Stadt 
erscate:% Cif oon 5g 0 wei 9 eae @ wits ale. a 
nies ate PE ee OI ene ter 
Lines 658—670 are wanting. 
SER Bir Pan or EE koe RES Ty pag Vépo 
ehha, StF aicet oS he ARR ERIC on Sot ee el €Vl. 
OG) peta 2 eet ee OO Ko oe elem 
IE. 5S ag PE SR eee pnde eS ae 
675 avrap ay... . 1... eee cece eee nS €UTN.... 
TOL Be AERO ashy sr ns Gell ah AALTTAapH 
RAG 6... ek Snes bee ae Oe ce ate TOKOpU.... 
nud ater Mat, ON Deine a4! pnuev....... 
GAN Orcas ee ck es plovvioy uT.... wapTT.. 
POTN. Foo <i Sh ahees Oupov OT...... pov Bachna 
GORE es 2's s Sek CS iy IRE ELE TUAAOUPOUS* 
Wren Give to osane neare wee a. poy... . puOov eevtrev’ 
isc Rien taal" toe €l KAKO . Suov e@ evdeus 
OS Aas aes toh a | él o ébaog.v aye. dEUS" 
MN Fe a setae wehes s Rise Avoao’ 7. Ada 8 edwKas’ 


650 There is space for more than 
one letter between ef and yepov, and 
there are remains of an erased letter, 
apparently a v, just before the initial 
vy of the latter word. 


’ 676 de is changed to dap by the 
corrector. 

678 evdov: the correction is in the 
second hand. 
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ea Oetey os reese. Toa 8.. ev amowa 
Lip el ulate a dhs Rode Peat sts.» ope .. & ab ¥ ++ OpeLvov 
nk eee Waeeto ga eh de ma... 5 axavou’ 
Nt eee Pate ake ov Kn...a@ & aviortn. 
AEs Se rae ous... ovous.. 
ee oar eee ee Tov’ avoe T...... 
692 Frege Beicts <i v euppélo . . . TALoL0" 
3a eS eee Bn mpos he Bs v odv 
ee eee CRATE cid... a 
EU @.. VE... OY... OT... eee 
. ous" novos. Se vexvy ayov' 0........... 
.@ TpdcO avdpwv KardrUOvw........6-- 
. apa Kacoavd . 7 tKEXN xpuone Tales. Mess Se 
700 ... yapov evcavaBadca dirov mate........... 
aot ev Sup. we KNPUKa TE aoTU...... 
ee V@V LOE KELMEVOY EV... .. +... 
_. eee meta’ yéywve Se Tay Ka...... 
+ at Tpwddes extopa dio. 
A ee TL mayns eK vooTHOAa... 
ee es Xdppa wore T NV Tav......... 
a eras 54.0. 40s, 5 TUS Eve . OdEL ELTET.... 
. e Preare eee as yap aacxeTov iKETO T..... 
Wee. EupBrX.... wuhawy ve....ayo.. 


710 ........v y ado....€ Gidy Kat TOTMIa pm... 


689 The breathing above the « in above the line in a different hand. 
aviorn is doubtful, but appears to be 699 xpuvon: the circumflex over the 
smooth. 7” may perhaps be an e instead. 

693 is omitted. 707 deuwrer: the first e is struck out 

694 [azre]8n: asuperfiuous:is added by the corrector. 
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BP oe ane ew d...v evtpoxov ae. . a 
rt. Seerery kepa..s° «rdsov 8 @.........00ue 
Se eee TpoT .v a. €F NEALO........4. 
a atk Cade axpuxeovtes ObUpOVTO T........ 
| RE Suppoto yepwv Naoior peTN... 
“ysfbegy waa. oupevor SueAOeuev* avrap...... 
Saeco wR v0.0.0 emny aydyouns Sop .. de 
weeeeeee € OleoTnTay Kat éi~av aT. Vnt’ 
mite peeling d.ayov k\vta Swpata’ Tov pev emrerta 
720 ........0%.xecoo Oécav rapa § éicav aoidous 
col. 42]... vous’ eEapyo.. 64 Te oTovoecoay aoLdn. 
.ev ap eOpnve.. em de. . evaxov.......... 
.w 8 avdSpopay ... VK... ee ee eee 
TOPOS WMMOOGP. i. acs Suis ¢ Sele 
725... P OW QUOVOR) POO Se ae : 
ea ee 
» » TEKOMEV COT O44. wd ees aNigh Cee eee 


bec Oa Wiosi.k oS en eee eee 


Lines 730-736 are wanting. 
$y PPR PE 8 eth Pe > Pe TONAO . aYaLo. 


721 At the top of the column is a scholium mutilated at both ends and 
in the middle. The following is only an approximate reading: 


Tov exTop[a]..... Tle. T.+S B evs ouKeonp 

-A€L TUS KGL ETL. 2 wees ws divas ev Ta Tw eT 

Ae avTiheyet 22s pyoe Barwy ev T Tpworne 
XpU..v 


The proper name in the third line might be read xarwv, but apparently ne 
reference is to the rhetorician Baton. 
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dae ata OR Gitta ioe oa ok Smee E ehov domeT....... 
ene oe AC Teos ev Odi AV.... 
ENR ge ey Aa atte: drones Tal KATA acTU’ 
SENT PROT oe ena 4 > t mevOos On... 
SR ee enpetat a. yea r.... 
eee v €k xéipas ...... 


Lines 744-753 are wanting. 


ny ee éponis Kar Tpocparos ..... aporot 
(See tKedos ov T apyupoTo£os a... . wv 
oh ae eXeooww eToLYomEvoS .... TEP... 


Lines 760-804 are wanting. 


F. G. KENYON. 
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Say anes 





a 


a 
Sotahcd 


res 








Tf * 
Sat gitiey, 


. a . 
oe te Be i a 
RH TEE Se racine rey Te het nde MIN Nag Mem or 






‘ i etry sort - rans ast hy! 
mi oat erate eteanc mmx cat Resuente eae 















eH ; Bay hota Paes ie oes ‘ 
peorle er aralin a Os PSU h Reatieinen esse ha a irons Tytania nag Sate Nahe sme PR eta Ow eoarte nt > tae: 
Siac ne pee ety eM a pepe Sen da ea ay RS MG Tay, op PN tert RRS 
lee moe tan Hvatayet ete ane Nien cokaw ine mapa Air an Nacht coe stannic en hoa 
z cate se _ ' nots Ale "1 ., 
Rael Mauss ane Mir eee ns eR Te SE SOON ee 
sce haa Ne ea enn ns 


ee, 
ean ane ace 


oe: ; 


SE ni 





Sweet 





rs 


Rona 












































